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PREFACE. 



The following pages treat on subjects of vital importance. 
What is to be the condition of ^Tiankind in the eternal world 
is of great moment to -every son and daughter of Adam. — 
The world disagrees on this sibject. It is maintoiKod by 
some that oar race will be divided into two classes in eternity ; 
one of which will be holy, h^ppy, and in heaven with tho 
Creator, and the other sinful, misorablo, and in a place of 
tormeni with devils. In tho succeeding pages both of 
these theories are maintained ; and tho arguments and proofs 
that were supposed by the advocate of each to sustain his 
view of the destiny of mankind, are stated and vindicated 
with much talent, and generally in a christian spirit. 

Reades, as you are deeply interested in the realities of 
Eternity, peruse attentively and prayerfully this iittle 
book. Compare each theory maintained therein with tho 
Spirit and Word of God, remembering that must be false 
which clashes with them, and that must be true which ac- 
cords with those infallable guides. Also weigh carefully 
and impartially the arguments and proofs foi* and against 
each theory, and let reason and the scriptures decide whick 
is and which is not founded in truth. 

The Rev. Abel C. Thomas, who is the advocate of univer- 
sal purity and bliss, is one of the most talented writers and 
prea(!hers of the Universallst denomination. He Is as well 
qualified probably as any man to defend his cause. The 
!Hev. Luther Lee, who is the advocate of endless sinning and 
suffering, possesses evidently great ability, and undoubted- 
ly did the best ho could to sustain his theory. 



XV FREFACB. 

' ■ _ . 

We conunenced the publication of this discussion about 
three years since, but from various causes delayed finishing it 
till the present time. When we commenced it we were a nov- 
ice in the art of book publishing, and can now detect a few 
errors in the book that we wish did not exist. Instead of 
**Thomas to Loe," or "Lee to Thomas," Mr. should pre- 
eode the names. We regret the letters are not numbered. 

ERASMUS MANFOBDl 

Terre-Haute, la. Feb. 1845; 



MR- THOMAS TO MB. LEE. 



Question.— Do the Scriptures teach the doctrine of tlie final holiness 
imd happiness of all Mankind I 

Dear Sie: — ^In endeavoring to establish the affirmative of 
the question, I shall adopt such methods of argumentation 
as would, in my judgment, be recommended by the Great 
Teacher, were he personally present to advise me in the 
premises. I shall strive to reason as he reasoned, in ad- 
dressing the mind and heart and humanity. 1 shall dilli- 
gently seek a true understanding of the principles he 
assumed, and of the items of doctrine he revealed. By 
legitimate inference from the former, and right exposition of 
tho latter I shall hope to prove that the Scriptures teach the 
doctrine of the firuH holiness and happiness of all mankind. 
It is my fervent prayer, that every sentence I utter may be 
framed in the spirit of iho heavenly law, and be thereby 
commended to the candid consideration of my correspond- 
ent. 

A knowledge of the most prominent relation of God to 
man, will greatly contribute to a right understanding of tho 
direct testimonies of Holy Writ. 1 therefore begin my ar- 
gument with the Scriptural representations of the Supreme 
Being as Our Father in Heaven. The doctrine of the di- 
vine paternity occupied a conspicuous station in the teachings 
of the Messiah; and he urged the inferences therefrom with 
an emphasis which indicated a high estimate of their value. 

My first proposition is, that God is the Father of the whole 
human family — (not simply because He created them, for 
He created the beasts of the field and the stones of the 
street, which are never denominated His children nor Ho 
their father — ^but) because He created them in his own im- 
a^, Gen. i. 26, 27; a little lower than the angels, Psalms 
▼iii. 5; and thus constituted Himself the God and Father of 
all, Eph. iv. 9; in whose similitude mankind were still cre- 
ated, four thousand years after the transgression in the 
garden, Jas. iii. 9. 
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It is true, Elymas the sorcerer, was pronounced a child 
of the devil, Acts, xiii. 10, and the persecuting Jews were 
declared to be of their father the devil, John viii. 44 — ^but 
neither of these facts can contradict the universal paternity 
of God. He is the only Creator 9 and He never created any 
soul of our race in any other image than his own. How- 
ever vile the offspring of an earthly father may become, 
they are still his children. The relation exists independent- 
ly of moral character, and can never be dissolved. And 
whether men be sons of thunder, Mark, iii. 17, or children 
of Belial, Deut. xiii. 13; children of wisdom. Matt. xi. 16, 
or of disobedience, Eph. ii. 2 — they are all the offspring of 
the Most High, in the primary sense that Adam was the son 
of God, Luke iii. 38. 

In the spirit of this sentiment, the Supreme Being recog- 
nized the rebellious Israelites as children, though dachlid*- 
ing and sottish ; Jor. iii. 14, iv. 22 ; and wo. are instructed 
to pray for the forgiveness of our sins, the petition being ad* 
dre{?sed to Our Father in Heaven, Matt.vi.9, Lukexi. 2,4. 

My second proposition is, that our knowledge of God as 
a Heavenly Father must be derived from what toe know of 
the same relation among men. Hence it was said to the 
house of Israel, "Thou shalt consider in thy heart, that as 
a man chasteneth his son, so the Lord thy God chasteneth 
thee," Deut. viii. 5. In a similar strain, our Saviour ap- 
pealed to a father's as a revelator of divine truth " What 
man is there of you, whom if his son ask bread, will he give 
him a stcfne? or if he ask a fish, will he give him a serpent? 
If ye, then, being evil, know how to give good gifls unto 
your children, how much more shall your Father who is in 
heaven, give good things to them that ask Himf Matt, 
vii, 9 — 11. Carefully note, 1st. That the comparison here 
instituted is not between asking and not asking, but between 
God as a Father and man as a father. 2nd. Though the 
persons addressed were denominated evil, God was declared 
to be their Father. 3d. They were instructed to look into 
their own hearts as fathers, and thence derive knowledge 
of God as their Father in heaven. 4th. Being evil, they 
were to consider their own paternal feelings, not as ih$ 
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mecLSure^ but merely as an indecation of the unfathomablo^ 
depths of the love of God. 

in our present inquiry, we are chiefly concerned in the* 
spirit of parental love and not in its method of operational—. 
The possessor may be short sighted and weak, but the prin^ 
ciple i» far-reaching and mighty. Whenever, wherever, 
and by whatever means it operates, the end designed is the^ 
highest good of its object. To the Supreme father we as- 
cribe the same spirit in an infinite degree. In Him, it ia* 
never weary and never blind. In Him, it travails ia the 
greatness of its strength. With Him shall be never the. 
wail of Kachel, nor the lamentation over Absalom — -for tri- 
umphing by the energies of his own grace, the universe of 
His ofSbpring shall bo brought to adore him as the Father and 
Saviour of all. 

If it be said that God in the relation of Father, will give 
only on the condition of being asked, I reply, that if an. 
earthly father 'Were to give( only on condition of verbel peti- 
tion, the feeble infant and dumb child would be excluded, 
from his blessing. Tho asking mentioned by our Saviour, 
simply denotes need, and a sense of need. Rut a father^s 
love extends beyond the present circumstances- of his off- 
spring. If there be one of the number who manifest no such 
sense of need, the father seeks to produce it, and watches 
closely for its first manifestation, that he may bless with a 
prospect of permanent advantage. The talented and the, id- 
iotic, the obedient and the rebellious, the healthy and tha 
diseased, are tho objects of his deep solicitude, and if he be 
influenced by tho feelings proper to a father, all the meas- 
ures he adopts will be designed to promote their welfare. — 
He will adapt his moans to the diflerent circumstances of 
his children,, and never be discouraged in his. eflbrts. to do 
them good. 

If an earthly father "being evil^'* thus feels towards his 
offering, and so conducts, can the most quickened imagina^ 
tion transcend the benevolent intentions of the Father of alll* 
Can we justly conceive of Him as proposing or eflTecting any 
less glorious flnal result, than tho holiness and happiness ot 
all mankind? What otherf what different consummation,^ 
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would perfectly consist with the spirit of God as the Um* 
versal Father. 

The argument, though of the inferential character, ad* 
dresses itself directly to the mind and heart. My corres* 
p(Hident has doubtless considered its bearings, and will 
endeavor to nullify its force by a series of objections— of 
which the following may constitute a part : 

Obj. 1. "Man is depraved; and since Hhe heart is de- 
ceitful above a]l things and desperately wicked,' we are not 
at liberty to compare ourselves with God, nor judge of Him 
from what we know of ourselves." 

Reply. The comparison objected to, is repeatedly urged 
in the Scriptures; with an injunction to take into account 
the depravity of mtin. The simple fact that God is denom- 
inated Our Father, is sufficient authority for comparing 
Him with those who sustain the parental relation among 
men, ever remembering that the latter, ''^heing evil,^'^ fall 
infinite short of the former, in purity and fervency of a 
father's love. And in whatovor souse it be true that the 
"heart is desperately wicked," no ono will apply this decla- 
ration to the enduring affection of a parent for his offspring. 
We should rather seek the evidence of depravity in the es- 
trangement or deadnoss at this feeling, than in the dispbys 
of its vitality. Of the ostrich it is said, "she is hardened 
against her young ones, as though they were not her's . . • 
because God hath deprived her of wisdom, neither hath he 
imparted to her understanding,^ Job xkxix; but the compar- 
ison is not between the bird of the desert and the Supreme 
Being — else our argument would bo baseless. It is to matif 
exercising the feelings proper to a father , though he be vile 
in many respects, that tho appeal is made ; and in that ap- 
peal there is an acknowledgement of the holiness of paternal 
love. 

Obj. 2. "In your argument from the relation of God 
ft9 a Father, you have entirely ovorlooked tso C(HisideratioD 
that He is also both Lawgiver and Judge." / 

Reply. The relation^ of Creator and creature did not i / 
exist until something waS created. When the drreator fash* v 
ioned man in His own imago, the relation of Father and 
(ifspring was formed, and it was the Father who became 
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lawgiver and judge. The latter two relations are subordin- 
ate to the former; and we shall widely err from the truth, 
if we fail to seek in the laws and judgment of Jehovah the 
spirit of parental love. It is the Father who is tho Lawgiv^ 
er; it is the Father who is the Judge of His universal fam- 

It will be vain to inaroduco the case of Lucius Junius / 
Brutus as an offset. In the cnpacity of Judge, he sentenced / 
his sons to an ignominious death for conspiring to restore 
the Tarquins to the Roman throne. There is something so 
shocking in the citation of tlie conduct of Brutus as an apt 
illustration of the doings of the Supreme Being, that the soul 
yearns to discover some marked defects in the parallel. 

Of Brutus it is declared, that, "he was hard tempered 
like ste^l, and in no degree humanized by education.'' Be- 
sides this consideration, the parallel is very imperfect, be- 
cause the law which required the judgment of death, was 
not made by Brutus in the character of a parent — whereas 
God as Supreme Lawgiver and Judge, is but administering 
His own government as universal Father. The correspond- 
ing relations among meu may be, and generally are disjoin- 
ed. A judge in the South may be required to give a decision 
which will separate mother and child, and doom them both 
to hopeless bondage. His own sense of right may condemn 
the law, and he may feel that tho sentence outrages every 
thing holy; nevertheless, he is merely a judge appointed to 
administer the laws made by others, and has no alternative 
but to obey or resign. But He who is Supreme Judge is 
also Supreme Lawgiver; and the relations of Lawgiver and 
Judge are basod in the antecedent, and higher and more 
sublime relation of Father of all. It is from this latter re- 
lation that our knowledge of Him must be derived. It is 
not to man as either lawgiver or judge that the appeal is 
made — but to man as father. Did the spirit of this relation 
rest upon Brutus as an unction from on high? Verily, he 
was hardened against his sons as though they were not his, 
and shed not a tear in view of their death-doom. If we 
desire fitting illustrations of the Holy One, let us seek them, 
not in an iron age of a Pagan state, but among the most 
pious people of tho Christian world — ever remembering. 
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that thorc is no conflict between the relations of the Supremo 
Being. 

Obj. 3. "God has at divers times destroyed his children 
by fire and flood, which no good earthly father would do;, 
and therefore no conclusion can safely bo drawn from the 
paternal feelings among men." 

^ Reply. I have contended for the principle merel}' — 
namely, the love of an earthly parent seeking tho good of 
his children. Among good fatliers, *'there are diversities 
of operations, but the same spirit?^ It is tho principle of 
parental love, the spirit of a father that we attribute to the 
Supreme Being. It is from this spirit that we are to infer, 
it is not to a father's wisdom that the appeal is made lo a 
father's love. 

Several points of dissimilarity must always be kept in re- 
membrance: 1st. An earthly father, "being evil," some- 
times seeks the hurt of his ofllspring ; but Our Father ia 
heaven cannot be influenced by improper feelings — being 
^* without variableness, or even the shadow of turning." 2. 
An earthly father, even when actuated by the purest mo- 
tives may greatly err in the choice of means ; but there can 
be no error of the sort with the Supreme Being. 3. The 
jurisdiction of an earthly father does not extend beyond the 
present life ; but the jurisdiction of Our Father in heaven 
is without termination. 4th. Death, inflicted by an earthly 
father would be an end — the child being thus removed be- 
yond his authority and power ; but in the divine government 
it is othorwiso.' Eternity is merely the to-morrow of Time. 

The adage, that "the end justifies the means," must be 
very much restricted when claimed by man — ^because of 
mane's liability to err, not in spirit only, but in the knowl- 
edge of the best and wisest means. Bdt the adage is true, 
in its largest sense when applied to the Supremo Being. — 
To His eye, all causes and all their operations and results 
aro perfectly unveiled ; and the measure of His government 
though so complicated and generally mysterious to human 
view, are moving onward to a sublime consummation. All 
His arrangements and judgments must be regarded not as 
ends, but as means. 

The fact that God has often times done what no good 
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emrthly father would do, is therefore no objection to our ar- 
gumont-^fbr the Scriptural appeal is made not to a fatherV 
vrisdom, hut to a father's love; and the correspondence- is to 
be iBOu^t not in the moans employed, but in the ends de- 
signed, 

Obj. 4. "Sin has existed for 6000 yeays, and if this pro- 
tracted evil be consistent with the paternal government of 
God, our knowledge of Him as a Father can furnish no as% 
stirance of a bettor state of things hereafter," 

5eply, This objection has been partly anticipated; 
nevertheleISs it is worthy of separate note. i 

I remark, 1st. Though sin has existed for 6000 years in 
the aggregate, no individual liasj sufibrod its pains for any 
considerable portiori of that space. 2nd. Even sixty centu- 
ries pf time, bear no proportion to eternity. 3d, EviU 
whether directly or indirectly introduced into the govern- 
ment of God, must be considered a means, not an end. 4th. 
The en4. contemplated by the permission or ordination of 
evil, must bo in harmony with spirit of God as Our Father. 
* It may be urged that there are multitudes of cases in 
which we see no benefit accruing from the existence of evil; 
and tliat million^ die in impenitency. Granted: But ra- 
tional creatures are not restricted to the evidence of sight. 
We cadBot see the good resulting from all the divine dis- 
pensations, and for this reason among many reasons, the 
Siipremel Being revealed Himself in the paternal relation, 
that we miffht "walk by faith.'' Hence Philip said to our 
Saviour, "Siord, show us thft Father, and it sufficeth us," 
John xiv. 8. He thus signified that all he needed. Was a 
perfectly clear apprehension of God as the Father. He 
coul^ thenee infer the glorious result of the divine economy 
and enter into rest^ With the assurance that Gqd is moved 
in all his plans by feelings proper to a Father, he could look 
in faith for universal good as the issue, and endure "as 
seeing Him who is invisible," 

It will be even so with us, if we be "not faithless but be- 
lieving" — and though we see and know that many pass away 
from earth unsanctified, our faith will be unmoved if we but 
remember that Grod is our Father. I do not confine the ope- 
rations of Hia holy spirit to the brief span of human life. — 
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Jt is not given, to me '<to know, the titneaapd seasons whiall 
the Father hath put in. his own power,"^— Acts i. 7; yet 19 
given me to know that the times and the season, and all the 
me^ns necessary for the aqcomplii'^hment of all Hi^ puxposeSf 
are at the disposal of the One God and Fathpr of all. From 
His paternal relation to mankind wo jcannot indeed infer the 
fo^en, where and Jioip — time, place and meaiis^^ar i^ it re? 
qui^ite that we should; but admitting the universal paternity 
of God, and the propriety of deriving knowledge of his spirit 
fiom what we know of a wise and gcod earthly father, 1 see 
not how the conclusion of the UniveriBalist can le avoidedf 
I will not dispute about the nature of the process, nor about 
how long the roiiners fire will be required to burn until the 
dross be consumed ; but I shall insist on the final holiness 
and happiness of all mankind as the only consummation in 
perfect harmony with the spirit of the Father of alt. That 
spirit and the temporary existence of evil, are not incompati? 
We, 

The preceding objections aro the most plausible ones 
usually urged against the argument drawn from the patern-' 
pi character of God. In my replies, I haye taken a widei 
range of thought than was actually demanded, inasmuch as 
I desired to present some of the views of the divine ^vem? 
ment entertained by the undersigned. It was partly with 
the same view that I began the discussion with an injfoneor 
^ial argument. In my next letter, 1 will invite yonr atleii; 
^on to direct testimonies of Holy Writ. 

Firmly believing and he^rtiiy hoping and praying for tb» 
Iruth of universttiUsm, 

I amr jespqctfuUy y<Hirt» 

ABEIJC. THOMAS, 
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MR. LEE TO MR. THOMAS. 



Dear §ir:~I have had your first attempt to sustain the 
lafTirmative of the question before us under serious ponsideration, 
and now proceed to state my objections to i\m conclusiveness 
of your argument. You say, "My first position is, that God 
is tf[t Father of the whole human family, beijause he ctea- 
ted them in his own image, ' 

I trust we shall h^ve no controversy about the premises, 
i)ut only about the conclusion you attempt to draw from them. 
That God created man in his own image, I freely admit, and 
that therefore God sust^ns the relation of Creator to all man- 
kindf and must forever sustain this relation to them*. I also ad- 
mit,, but that all men will therefore be made finally holy and 
happy, I deny. In speaking of the relation which exists be- 
tween God and man, God being the Creator and man the craa-i 
ture, yoq say, '^Tbe relation exis(,s independently of mofol 
, character^. 9nd can never be dissolved.*' 

This concession ruins your whole argument. That the 
concession is sound, you nor no one else can question, for we 
all see that men of every shade of moral character io sustain 
this relation to God; and therefore, as you admit, it exilts ia* 
dependently of moral character^ Now, you and all oor rea« 
ders niust have .common sense en«ogh to see that the certain 
holiness of all mankind cannot follow from a relation that exr 
ists independently of their moral character y that is a relation 
that exiets independently of the fact of their holiness ar unho« 
liness. **The relation,'* you say, '*existatn40f>eDdently of their 
moral eharact^r,*' and, if so, there clin be no necessary can- 
jiection between the relation^, and the halinesa of mankind; 
and as there Js no connection betwefn the relation and tKeho<». 

B 
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Hness of men, (p infer that they will all be holy becaCide tde 
relation exists, is most unreasron able' and illogical. 

The very thii^g necessary to make your argqment good ir 
wanting, vizf ii connection between the relation (rom whicli 
you reason, and the point you attempt to prove* There ia na 
connection between the premises and the conclusion, for you 
ffdrnit thanhe premises exik imre[:^endent!y of the conclusion. 
The pJ-enfiisea are, **God is the Father of the whole human 
family-— tfte conclusion is »*all mankind will be finally holy 
and happy," yet you say "the relation exists indepeudenily 
of moral obawMrter,*' that is of holhiess auft] happiness. Thus 
you see that there is* no connection between you'r premises 
and yonr concfffsmn, ami, o^ course, your argument is good 
for nothing. Suppose h be* put ift'the iormof ^ a syllogism \b 
test its soundness^- 

1. '^God is the Father of the whofehutoarn family; 

2. "The relation exists incfependently of moral charaoter;''' 

3. Therefore alt men most be' finatfy ht>ly awd happy. 
You cannot fail to tee that the second pVoposition, instep 

of conf^ecting the conclusion with the first proposition, as it 
shottkl, to maice the argument sound, absaTmefy separlctes thent 
and contradietr the conclusion. 

f have said enough already to show that youf entire argu- 
' ment M unsound, and does not prove'th'e point yocr have un- 
. derfi^isn to suirtain, frnd if I wrote for your benefit alone, V 
shouM be willing to leave it here for the consideration of youf 
enlighfetied understanding; but as I write for many whci hat6" 
not the o^oftunitie^ fdr investigation that you and I enjoy, I 
will eud^ttor; if need be, to make the subject still plainer. 
< 1.' Th« rePati^n of which you speak, and upon which you 
appear to re»t ye«ir* hope ofi'the solvation of all men, does no 
imply. or secure »»y such result, as a few considerdtions will 
show. 

God was the Father of mart in the garden o^ Eden, before 
mn and misery entered* into the' world, kn muth 'as he is now 
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t)r ever wilt be, and* yet notwithstanding this relation, sin 
broke in upon the peace, bs^^piness and holiness of this moral 
systera, and involved it in gnilt and misery. Now, it appears 
to me that a relation which did not keep man .holy and happy 
when he was so, cannot be depended upon to make him holy 
and happy „ now he is polluted and miserable. The argument 
which you employ to prove that all men wiH be finally holy 
and happy, would have been just as good in proof that man 
could never have become unholy and unhappy, bad it been 
employed in the garden of Eden by the great seducer. Sup- 
pose him to have said to our first parent; '*You are here in 
paradise, God prepared these deligiitful^ bowers, these fl'owery 
walks, and these bending trees ever laden with full" ripe fruits 
for thee! All, all is for thee — God who made them all fmr 
thee, is thv Father, andthrs relalit)n- will alwaVs exist, and 
therefore thou canst never become unholy and unhappy." I 
leave ii to the candh) to judge if, nnder such circumstances, 
the argument wputd not have possessed more force than it 
now has, with the sad experience of the world staring it in 
tlie face, and yet in that case it would have been false, annii 
tlierefore it cannot be di&pend^d upon* now. Again, thtti rela- 
tion has existed during nearly six thousand yeart' reign of sin 
and misery, which shows- that it eannot oP itself be relied 
upon as a sure ground of hope for future holiness and happi- 
ness. 

The relation we sustain (d God, simply as our Grieator, is 
the same, now that it ever has beeii and ever must be; hence, 
n any new results are looked for, changing the destftiy of 
man from its present aspect, the evidence of such change 
Must be drawn from some other source than this ever existing; 
and unchangeable relation. As the relatidn is unchangeable, 
what is consistent with it at one time, may be consistent witli 
It ut another time, and as sin and misery are now consistent* 
with this relation, they may always be consistent with it. If 
lkl4^ present relation to God does noi Bccure present liQjine.«* 
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and happinesi, it cannot appear that the. future exiateoee of 
this relation to God, will nteasarily secure future holinesv 
and happiness. Thus yoa see, that in whatever point of 
light your argument be viewed, it fails of its object. Would 
a wise man, travelling to an unknown land, rely upon relations 
which had failed to secure his best interests and mak<t him 
comfortable in his native country? If not, how unwise roust 
travellers to the spirit world be, to rely for holiness and. hap- 
piness there, upon a relation which has failed to make them 
holy and happy in this world. 

2. God is the Father of tru<^ Christians or believprs, in a 
senne in which he is not the Father of all men, and it is this 
latter relation, and not the former, that involves holiness and 
happiness. 

Though the relation of which you speak is acknowledged 
to exist, yet there Is another sense in which we must be the 
children of God in order to be holy and happy, in which 
sense all sen are not the children of God, and hence, it must 
appear that you found your argument upon a false basis. A 
few Scripture quotations will show that it. is not the genera^ 
relatiofi which all men sustain to God as their Creator, that 
secures holiness and happiness, but the relation which be- 
lievers sustain to him by adoption, in contradistinction from 
the rest of the human family. 

John i. 12. '*But as many as received him^ to them gave 
he power to become the sons of God, even to them that be- 
lieved on bis name.*' Here it is seen that they were not the 
soni of God, but became so through faith in the name of 
Jesus Christ. 

Rom. viii. 14. *'For as. many as are led by the spirh of 
God, they are the sons of GoJ." This clearly implies thai 
all men are not led by the spirit of God, and that those who 
are not led by the spirit of GU>df are not tli^ sons of God. 

Verso 17. '*Aitd if children, then heirs; heirs of God* 
and yiltii heirs with Josus Christ.'* This supposed vhut all . 
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Are not children'and that those who are not children, are not 
heirs of God, or joint heirs, with Jesus Christ. How mueh 
out of place is it then for you to argue the salvation of all 
men from a relation which does not constitute them heirs. 
They might have been heirs of God by creation, but tiiey 
have forfeited their heirship by sin. and now they must become 
the children of God by adoption through fiiith in Christ Jesus 
to become heirs, and hence, salvation'' cannot be argued from 
the relation we sustain to God by creation, but depends upon 
the relation saints sustain to him by adoption, in which sense 
ail are not the children of God. 

Gal. iii. 126. "For ye are all the children of God by 
faith.*' This was addressed to the church and not to the 

r 

world of unbelievers, and shows that no man can be a ehild 
of God in a gospel sense without faith, and as "all men have 
not faith," it shows that all are not the children of God in 
the sense in which the apostles used the term. 

Chap. iv. 4,- 5. "God sent forth his Son made under the 
law, that he might redeem them that were under the law, that we 
might receive the adoption of sons." The relation from 
which you reason, existed prior to the time of God*8 sending 
forth his Son to redeem us, and yet it was necessary that he 
should do it, ^Hhat we might receive the adoption of aons,^* 
How perfectly plain then is it, that yoil found your argument 
upon the wrong relation. If all men were the children of 
God by creation^ in'a sense which secures their holiness and 
happiness, why was it necessary for God to send forth his Son 
to redeem us that we might receive the adoption of ions? 
Y«u may say that because God was the Father of all men by 
creation, therefore he sent forth his Son to redeem them. 
This is granted, but the fact. proves that this relation does not 
involve their holiness and happiness, the point you have un- 
dertaken to prove, and further, tlnat it is necessary for them to 
become the children of God in another tense by receiving the 
adoption of sooi ia onier to be holy and happy. Now if 
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you will prove that all men do receife the adopti(9h of sons, 
you will gain the argument; but inrhen you do thif , your argu- 
ment drawn from the prior relation as Creator and Creature 
will appear uncalled for and out of place. 

1. John tii. l(y, '*In this the children of God are manifest 
and the children of the devil; whosoever doeth not righteous- 
ness is not of God/* This shows that sonf are the children 
of God and some the children of the devil, and that those who 
are the children of the devil are not the children of God, in a 
gospel sens?. I trust I have now fully proved the fact, that 
airmen are not the children of God in the true Chriitian 
sense, and as they must be his children in this sense in order 
to be holy and happy, arguments drawn from other existing 
relations fall short of their object. 

It is worthy of remark that your argument is not a new one, 
and may be found in the Gospel of St. John, as coming from 
the wicked unbelieving Jews. Chap, viii, 41, 42. •'We 
have one Father, even God. Jesus said unto them, if God 
were your Father, ye would love me." . The Jews first af^ 
firmed that Abraham was their Father. This Jesus refuted 
by showing that they did not th« works of Abraham. They 
then said they had <*one Father, even God," and this the Sa-» 
viour met and refuted as above, but it appears that it was no 
done to your satisfaction, for you have brought it forward 
again, with what success our readers must now judge. 

I will now pay some brief attention to your second posi* 
tion. You say, 

•'My second position, is, thai our knowledge of God as & 
Father must be derived from what we know of the same re- 
lation among m^n." This I regard as a very strange posi- 
tion, and to it I object on the following grounds: 

1. The relation between God and men, as Creator and 
Creature, is not the same at the relation between earthly pa* 
rent» and their children, and hence, to undertake to infer tbe 
nature or the obligations of the one (Voio the other, must b« 
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"•Ktremely 'faflscioua. God it the Creator of M men, hoi pnr 
rent* are ^pt the cveat(*9 of their ebildren. It cannot be de- 
nied that like relations must involve like obligations; if, tbere- 
^e, ebildren sustain tJie sanoe relation to their earthly parents 
ah&t all men do to God as their Creator, they must be under 
the Mzme obligations to their parents that all men are under to 
God, a position at war ^irith both piety and common sense* 
This must suppose that the same persons sustain the same 
relations to two distiiict'parties, each relation involving abso- 
Ijite sovereignty on one band, and'Stbsolote obedience on the 
/Other, for no one will deny that God is an absoUito sovereign 
:and thatall mcin are required to render absolute obedience to him. 
The very fact that the son sustains the relation of a son to his 
earthly father, and at the same time sustains the relation to 
God of which you speak, proves that the relations cannot be 
the same, and, of course, the :proper action resulting from 
them may not be the same. 

2. Your position overlooks the Bible as the rule of evi- 
detiee in this diseussion. The question is not, does the rela- 
tion between parents and children in this world teach, Ac, 
but **do.the Scriptures teach the doctrine of the final holiness 
and happijDess of all mankind?'* Should you say that the 
Scriptures teach us the nature of the relation of parents and 
ehildren» thit our knowledge of this relation is first derived 
from the Scriptures, and then we are to derive **our knowl- 
edge of God as a Father from what we know of the sane re^ 
lation amon^ men:*' I reply, the Scriptures reveal the relation 
we sustain to God as a Father, as clearly as they do the rels^ 
4ion between parents and children, hence it would be just as 
«oand to infer the relation we sustain to earthly parents from 
the relation we sustain to God, as it is to infer the celatioa we 
sustainto God from the relation we sustaifi to earthly parentF, 
and to do both these would be fallacious* as you cannot deny. 
If then your arjpiment is intended to be founded upon the 
^cripturety^on mu^t learn the rela^tiojD fron^ what the ;Scrip- 
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inrei say on the iobject, and not **from what m^ kHoir of tte 
same relation among men.*' The truth is, the same relat^ion 
does not and cannot exist among men, as I have'shown above. 
It is true the two relations may be expressed in the use a( iim 
same words, but every one knows that th« relations are as 
widely different Trom each other, as the work ol God dtfiers 
from the wark of men. ' 

3. The only true and safe knowledge w« can have of God 
as a Father, must be derived from the^Bible, and from what we 
see actually come to pass under the divine government. A 
had rather have one **thus saith the Loid'* on the sublet, 
than to be informed a thousand times that my father begat me, 
or t4iat my mother nourished me. Atid what I see actually 
come to pass under the divine goverriraent« what I see from 
matter of fact that God does, furnishes mere proof to my mind 
of what we are to expect,, than all the acts ihat parents have 
performed to their children, had I the v/hole written in a book 
from the time Eve raonrned over the first remnant of mortal- 
ity to the present day. 

I shall close this review of your first letter by noticing a few 
minor points in your argument. I trust I have already shown 
that the grand principles upon which your argument rest are 
unsound, and, of course, your argument inustfall; and would 
my spare permit I viroufd now show that the detail of your 
reasoning is as fallacious as the grand principles, but I have 
room for only a few points as illustrations. 

You quote our Lord's prayer, **Our father which art in 
heaven,** to prove thai God recognizes all men as bis children, 
but this text comes short of your purpose. It cannot be sup- 
posed that this prayer was ever intended to be used by the 
profiine, the. unbelieving, the drunkard^ and whore-monger. 
It was designed for those who are the childrett of God by 
adoption, as were the disciples whoni Jesus taught thus to^ 
pray, kt which sense I have shown all men are not the chil- 
dcea of God* Because true christians are instructed to call 
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€K)d their Father when they pray, furnishes nopvoof that God 
is the Father of sinners in the same aense/vrho lever pray, 
unless it be in the use of profane and blasphenvous language. 
It appears to be a common error, to apply to all men those 
passages of Scripture which relate only to true christians or 
believers in Christ Jesus. 

Again, you quote Matt. vii. 9 — 11 to prove the parental 
tenderness of God.. *'If ye then, b^ing evij, know how to 
give good giAs unto your children, how much more shall 
3'our Father which is m hea^ven give good things to them 
that ask him?^' On thirit may be remarked, 

1. It was addressed: to the disciples who were the children 
of God by adoption, and therefore it does not prove God to 
be the Father or unbelievers in a gospel sense. 

2. It gives us no assurance that God will bestow any good 
thing only upon such as **a»k him,^^ You attempt to meet 
this difficulty thus: **If it be said that God, in the relation of 
Father, will give only on the condition of being asked, I re- 
ply, ttiat if an earthly father were to give only on condition of 
verbal petition, the feeble infant and dumb child would be ex- 
cluded from his blessing.*' , 

Suppose this all be true of earthly parents, it does not alter 
^he saying or meaning of the text; it still says that God will 
^*give good things to them that ask himt^ and the fact that in- 
fants and dumb childfen would be excluded from an earthly 
parent's blessing, if they were to give only on being asked, 
cannot make God mean that he will give to those who do 
not aik^ when, he says he will give to thefn who do ask. 

But your illustfation does not quite meet the case, for in- 
fants can cry, and usually salute the light of time with vocal 
accents, and I venture the assertion that the children of Ged 
are never still born into his family, but are born praying. 
And as to dumb children) God never has any; his children can 
ill ask him. 

'*LoDg as they live should christians pray; 
Thoy learn to pray when first thsy live.*' 



« 
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A prayerless soul never was and nBver. wiQ be born into the 
kingdom of God, and tbe iex^ simply affirms that God vrWl 
give good things to them that ask him$ it affirms nothing 
more, nothing less. 

With these remarks I will elose this reply, having, as I be. 
lieve, shown that the considerations which you have urgedi^are 
not sufficient to jusiify us and our readers in resting our hopes 
upon them for the future world. You say you shall in your 
next letter invite my attention to direct testimony from holy 
writ. I assure you, sir, I have unbounded confidence in the, 
Scriptures, and by their teaching I hope ever to be willing to 
^bide. 

Firmly believing in the salvation of '*every one thatbeliev- 
£th,'* I subscribe nyyself respectfully yours, 

LUTHER LEE. 



• I 



MR. THOMAS TO MR. LEE. 



Dear Sir: — In replying; to your review of my argument oi> 
the Divine Paternity, I thall endeavor to observe an accepta* 
ble arrangement of the items. 

1. Notwithstanding a very clear statement of my firtt peeii- 
tion, namely, that **God is the Father of the whole human 
family," you say, «•! freely admit that God is the Creator of 
ail mankind;*' and you proceed with yourargument as though 
this were the proposition I endeavored to establish. In at 
leadt six instances, you mention God as the Creator and man 
as the creature; and you reason as though I inferred the final 
holiness and happiness of all mankind from thi» relation f 
Did not the thought occur to you, that God is the Creator of 
beasts and insects, a^;Well as of mankind? 

A heathen poet said, and Paui adopted the sentiment, **For 
we also are His offispring," Acts xvii. So far as you over- 
look this relation of Father and offspring, (a relation very dif- 
ferent from that of Creator and creature,) you do not touch 
my argument. 

2. In indulging your taste for book-syllogism, yx)u disjoined 
my first and second positions, though thus separated my ar- 
gument is incomplete; and then, arranging the major and mi- 
nor to suit yourself, you affixed a conclusion which I have 
not attempted to draw from these premises. If you admit that 
God is the Father of the whole human faihily^ and that thi» 
relation, existing independently of moral character, can neve 
be dissolved, you must admit that God will always be the 
Father of the whole human family. Had you thus stated the 
syllogism, you would h«ve displayed either greater logical 
acuteness, or mere candor. A disputant can gain no permik^ 
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iient advantage by erroneously stating his opponent's rea* 
Bon'ittg, 

3. In reviewing a portion of my argument, yon say, **there 
is no connection between the premises and the conclusion. 
The premises are, **God is the Father of the whole human 
family" — the conclusion is, **all mankind will be finally holy 
and happy." 

I reply, that if God be in a true and proper ^ense, the Fa- 
ther of all, — in other words, if God feels for all HisofTspring 
a love corresponding to the love of an earthly father,— -there 
is a necessary connection between His spirit and power, and 
the final holiness and happiness of all mankind. It is true, 
this result is not yet attained; many of His offspring are still 
unholy and unhappy — but you overlook the fact, that His pa- 
ternal designs are not completed in a day. His love, as the 
universal Father, is far-reaching and comprehensive; and, 
viewing his economy in the light of an earthly father's affec- 
tion, I behold the necessary eonnectton whieh you deny. 

The substance of your argument on the existence of evil^ 
was anticipated in my first letter. To the remarks then of- 
fered, and to which I invite your attention, I subjoin the fol- 
lowing: 

That God is, in at least the primary sense of that relation 
the Father of all, you do not deny, and that evil exists, no 
one can doubt. May we not safely infer that God in permit- 
ting evil to exist, had such an end in view as would be ap- 
proved by the best earthly father, if all the bearings of its ex- 
istence were clearly understood? 

I do not agree with you that what is consistent with the re- 
lation of Father and offspring at one time, may alwaya he- 
consistent with it. Temporary evil may be, and doubtless is;, 
consistent with the Divine Paternity; but evil as ^. final re- 
«t//^ is quite a diflTerent matter. 

5. The final holiness of all mankind implies that they will 
become the children of God m spirit $nd characUr. I have 
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inferred this result not from anj man's present attsinments» 
but from ths spirit and power of God as the Father of all. 

To this yon object, and you quote several passages of 
Scripture to prove that nAne are, and none can ever become 
the children of God, excepting **by faith in Jesus Christ,*' 
thus receiving the adoption of sonsj and that Xor those only 
IV ho acquire this new relatian in the present life, can there be 
any assurance of final holiness and happiness. 

That some of mankind are the children of God in a sensejn 
which, some others are not. there cannot be any doubt; but nei- 
ther infants nor idiots are of the number. If your position above 
noted be correct, none of these sojiving or dying, can ever 
become the children of God in any such sense as to secure 
their holiness and happiness! And what will became of the 
millions of heathen who have lived and died without so much 
as hearing of the Redeemer? According, to your view^ there 
can be neither holiness nor happiness (ox a single soul of them, 
4)ecause they did not acquire, in thU life, the character of 
children of God by faith in Jesus Christ. A correct exposi- 
tion of the passag you have cited, cannot sanction any such 
appalling result. Yet thi th plain result of your expo- 
sition. 

Very difTerent i the view your conespondent. Who- 
ever becomes a chi. God in spirit and character, whether 
it be to-day or to-morrow, is indebted therefor to Our Father, 
in the leading sense of that relation; and my inference is, that 
if he be actuated by the feelings proper to a father, He will 
bring all His offspring ^into such onion to himself as will se- 
cure their holiness and happiness, in Hia oum time and way. 

6. You seem to think that nay argument on the divine pa- 
ternityt was confuted by our Saviour, in a conversation with 
«uhe wicked unbelieving Jews.*' You will perceive your error* 
if you will but note the distinction between being the chil- 
dreit of God in the |H:imary sense, and being His children in 
spirit and diaracter. In the latter sense, Jesus denied that 
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(he Jews w^ere the children of Abraham; yet in the same corr^ 
versation he said to those very persons, **Pbur father Abrce- 
ham rejoiced to see my day.'* John' viii. 

7. You deny that the invoeation of our Lord's prayer can 
rightly be used by wicked men. I reply, that it would b^ 
solemn mockery in any man to pray for the for^fiveness of hht 
sins, without being conscious of sins as yet unpardoned; and 
inasmuch as the petition, **Forgive us our sins," may rightly 
be addressed to •*Onr Father in heaven," we have authority for 
saying that God is the Father af such as are 9inners, Make 
what distinction you please between those who are, andHhose - 
who are not the children of' God in a peculrar sense,' still the 
fact remains that sinners are authorized to say, **Oar Father." 

8. You enter a denial of my second position, which you 
consider a very strange one. Your first objection treats of 
the relation of Creatdr and creaturtt and may therefore be 
dismissed with&ut comment. Your second objection suppo* 
ses that I may appeal to the Scriptures for **the nature of the 
relation of parents and children;" and in this way bring my 
argument within the scope of our question. * In this you great* 
(y err. It is to our knowledge of a'father's love — a knowl- 
edge not derived from revelation — that the Bible appeals. It 
h to the glowing afiectibn already existing in a father's heart 
that the appeal is made; Maf /vj^c/f on* being an indication of 
the love of God. Y'aur^hird objection assumes that *'the on- 
ly trae and safe knowledge we can have of God as a Father, 
roust be derived (torn the Bible." I reply, that had we no 
knowledge of man'as la father, a4lahat the Bible says of God 
as a Father Would be utterly unintelligible. You consider 
ray position a strange one-*-yet a denial of it would make ot 
the Scriptures a sealed book, as far as they treat of God in 
(he paternal relation. Father is not an unmeaning worJ. It 
denotes one of the most endearing relations among men< and 
when applied to the Supreme Being, a father's heart must b*- 
the exponent of its meaning. 
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D. To the MULtiTuliB, as well as to his dUdpUsi Otrr Sa-* 
yiour «aid, "One i« yoUt Father which is in heaven.'* Matt* 
j^xiii. i. &. Undoabtedly there were many tinbeiievers in that 
ftiultitude df pedple-^yet God was their Father. Jesas might 
have reasoned with that multitude precisely as he did with 
the persons addressed in Matt. vii. and with equal propriety. 
Your Fctther is the language employed in both cases. 

Your remark that God has never any dumb children, is 
tne^rely dn evasion. Dumb persons cannot ask for any thing 
in the ordinary seftse of that word; yet they may feel a sensd 
of need — and this is asking, in the sight of God. 

Our Saviour does not teach, as you imply, that God VfxXi 
give only to those \Vho askt and only on ihecondition'^f 6e- 
ing asked. How many thousand blessings do we" receive 
from Him, withodt petitioning! yea, without feeling any senser 
of need! Not merely in the general bounderies of Providence^ 
but in the plan' of gra(!e, how innumerable are the' blessings 
\ve enjoy. Without asking. Your view of oftir Saviour's tes- 
timony cannot be the correct one, becau)se it is contradictory 
of facts. 

The comparison is between man as a' father and God as t 
Fath^, and not between Sstiing and not asRing. The spirit 
of it is simply this: if earthly fathers, who are evil, provide 
or all their children, our heavenly Father will as much more 
give good gifts unto His needy off^i^l-ing as He h better thaa 
they. 

I have thus briefly reviewed your letter in several items. * 

I will now introduce a few direct testimonies of Holy Writ> 
in proof of the final holiness and happiness of all mankind. 

Colossians i. Id, 20: **For it pleased the Father that in hirft 
should all fullness dwell; and having made peace through thb 
bidod of his cross, by him to reconcile all things unto hiuftself; 
by him, I say, whether they be things in earth, or things in 
heaven." 

The phrase **all things" here used, is among the mast c73rm- 
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prehansive expressions employed in the Scriptures, That it de^ 
notes universalityr ^ill be rendered apparent by consulting the 

preceding context. **By him were all things created ait 

things were created by him and for him he is before alt 

things f and by him all things consist that in all things he 

might have pre-eminence.'* Th^ same expressive phrase oc- 
curs in the text: '*By him to reconcile dl things to himself.*' 

There is no allusion to worlds, or stones, or cattle— but to 
the rational offspring of God. None other than unrecon- 
ciled beings need to be reconciled; and hence I judge that the 
phrase comprehends only unreconciled beings. The expres- 
sion, ^*whether they be things in earth or tilings in heaven/* 
was. designed to intimate and enforce the comprehensiveness 
of the phrase all things; and the text thus explained, teaches 
that it pleased the Father to institute means for the reconcilia^ 
tion of all unreconciled beings to Himnelf, wherever they may^ 
be; and he w|io in all things has the pre-eminence, and in 
^hom all fulness dwelt, is the agent by whom this universal 
reconciliation is to be effected. To this, the Father gave all 
things into his hand, John iii. 35, andappointsd him heir of 
«11 things, Heb. i* 2. 

I presume it will be granted that they who become recon- 
ciled to God, in the sense of the text, will be holy and happy; 
and since a universal reconciliation is here declared as the re- 
sult of means vf hich it pleased the Father to employ, I can 
but believe in the final holiness and happiness of all mankind. 
. 2 Corinthians ?. 18,. 19: **And all things are of God, who 
hath reconciled us to Himself by Jesus Christ; and hath given 
to us the ministry of reconciliation; to wit, that God was ii| 
Christ reconciling the world unto Himself, not imputing their 
trespasses untp them.*' 

As in the pieceding passage* so in this, we are inform eel 
th^t.some had already bee reconciled. The same fact is 
communicated in Romans ▼. 11: '*We also joy in God through 
our Lord Jesus Cluist, by wfajom we have now received the 
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-atotteiiient." This is the only place in the New Testament, 
as you are aware, in which the word atonement occ«rs. Else- 
where, the same Greek term is translated reconciliation. Paul 
and his brethren had already been reconciled; they htid re- 
vived the at-one-ment, and greatly rejoiced in the blessing. 
The a'loTiement had been received , by //iem, and not by the 
Suprenve Being. Man, not God, was the unreconciled party; 
and marf pufy could receive the benefit of the Saviour's me- 
diation. 

But the work of reconciliation, thoujrh commenced, was not 
completed in apostolic times, »»God was in Christ recoticiling 
THE WORLD wwfo Himself,** 

I presume you admit thal**the world" here mentioned com- 
prehends all unreconciled persons; and also ihat the reconcil- 
iation proposed implies the holiness and happiness of all its 
'recipients. The only point of debate between you and me, 
i^. Will all unreconciled persons be ultimately reconciled to 
God? 

•*God was in Christ, reconciling the world unto Himself.'* 
by what means? I answer by the revelation of His unfath- 
omable love for man, for sinners, R^m. v. 6 — 9: and in that 
love we have an aasura^'ce that the world shall ultimately be 
reconciled. The same principle that prompted the enlefprise, 
is at work in the progress of it, and will not be satisfied until 
universal renovation be effected. 

If you object, that, notwitlislanding the means employed, 
many are yet unreconciled and unsubdued by the Saviour, I re- 
ply, that thousands have been reconciled since the Apostle 
wrote; "but even now we seenot yet all things put under hirrif*^ 
Heb. il. 8. Can we safely infer from the fact that all things 
are not nofv subordinated to the Saviour, that they never 
will be? **6od is in Christ reconciling (that is engaged in 
effecting the rec'onciliation of) the world to Himself;" and He 
will accomplish the work in the **time8 and seasons which 
th« Father hath put in His own power." The wisdom by 

V 
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^hich the plan was devised, U competent to devise Ihe requi* 
site means for its accomplishment; and the grace that gathered 
the first frtti4^ in the days of the apostles, is abundantly able 
to bring in the sheaves of the universal harvest. 

In the faith, hope and love of this sublime consummation, I 
am respectfully yours„ * ABEL C. THOMAS. 



MR. LEE TO MB. THOMAS. 



Dear Sir: — >Your second letter is before me, and as you 
have dii^ided yopr reply into distinct parts, denoted by fij^arei, 
1, 2, 3, &c,, I will observe the same order in repl^^ing, that 
you and our readers may the more readily refer to those parte 
^ of your letter to which my remarks relate. The figures re- 
fer to the divisions of your letter. 

1. You complain that I substitute the term Creator for that 
of Father. If your argument be sound, I had a right so to 
do. I stated your argument inyour own words, which was 
that God is the Father of all men because he created them ia 
his own image. Now I admitted that God did create man in 
his own image, and that He is (he Father of all men, so far 
as paternity is necessarily involved in creation, and further than 
this, your argument did not extend, because it was founded 
on the fact that God did thus create man. After this state- 
ment the terms Creator and Father become interchangeable, 
so that the substitution of the one for the other does not in 
the least affect the argument. If when I used the term Crea- 
tor, I did not say as much as I did when I said Father, then 
you must have reasoned falsely, when you said that God was 
Father betattse he created man in his own image« 

2. You intimate that my logic or candor is defective, be- 
cause I drew the conclusion that all men will be finally holy 
and happy from your premises, rather than that God will 
always be the Father of all men. That God will be 
the Father of all men forever, ao far ns paternity follows 
from Creation, I then did, and I do now admit, but this all 
fails of your purpose unless you add to it, ihere/ou all mea 
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will be finally holy and happy. No premises which will nof 
justify this conclusion can sustain your side of the quedtion^ 
and as you complain of me, for drawing this copclu^ion from 
your premises!, yo^ fairly give up the argument,, so far as the 
divine paternity is concerned, unless you will draw a conclu- 
sion whi'jh, if dc'awn by me, impo^nches my logic or my 
candor. , 

3. You say, *iif God he in a true and proper sense,— in 
oilier words, if God feels for all his offspring a love corres- 
ponding to the love of an earthly Fat»her — there is a necessary 
conneciion between His. spirit and power, and the final holi- 
ness and happiness of all raanAind." You &aj/ there is such 
a necessary conneciion, but you do i\oi prove it-. Matter of 
f jct contradicts it, for God*8 spirit and power are as elTicient 
now 33 ihey ever will be^ hence, as the present paternal feel- 
ings of God in cojmeciion with his pre«ent spirk and power 
do not produce present holiness and happiness, as some sin- 
nars *'wax worse and worse," it cannot appear that there is 
any necessary connection between these nod the final holiness 
and happiness of all rpankind. You also make an appeal to 
my paternal feelings, saying, •♦You, sir, are a father. We 
will suppose you to b« also the supreme lav^giver and judge 
of all your children,'* &c. What 1 would do were 1 possessed 
of perfect wisdom and holiness; it. must require perfect wis- 
dom and holine38 lo determine, and therefore it is not for you 
nor me to dfecide'; but had I ife« power with my present pater- 
nal feelings, I should make all ray children holy and happy 
now without another hour's delay; but God wiio is almijprhty 
do?s nt)t make his children holy^and happy now, therefore 
my patcrnSil feelings are no proof of what God will do. 

B«t you say »»if God bo in a trut and proper sense the Father 
of alU'' &c. Here your whole argument depends upon ih« 
doubtful word if. But what do you mean by a "/rwe and 
proper sense?** I admitted in my letter that God is the 
Father of all in your sense, vix: by virme of creation, bm I 
~-^ved that God is not the Father of all in a gospel sense. 
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4. Tou deny "that evil in the government of God is di final 
yesult.^* !put what do you mean by evil as a final result? If 
you mean ihut the whole system of God's government will 
-^veuiuate in more good than evil, I perfeolly agreo with you, 
but if you mean that there will be no desree of final evil un- 
der the government ef God, you, simply deny the point you 
should disprove, and denial is no argument. You fairly sd- 
init the existence of evil, to be consistent with the paternal 
f relation for which, you argue, and being consistent wilh it 
now, it may dlways remain consisteut with it, unless liie na- 
ture of evil or the nalurel of that relation shall change. But 
5'ou say **I -do not agree wiih you that what is consistent 
with the relation of Father and offspring at one time may 
always be consistent with it." I did not expect you would 
agree vrith me, but your disagreement is no proof that I am 
wrong, for you differ as much from m6 as I do from you: 
hence, it goes as far to prove you wrong as it does to prove 
me wrong. But you attempt to evade the force of my prgu- 
raent on this/point, by making a distinction between tempo- 
rary aiid final evil. The first you say **is consistent with 
the divine paternity.** Now this distinction exists only in 
your imagination, so far as moral principle is concerned. 
There is no difference between temporary and final evil in its 
nature, for "evil as a final result,** is nothing more nor less 
4han- What you call temporary evil, coniinued. Take any one 
sin, suppose a man to live in the practice of profane swear- 
ing ten years, this you would call a temporary evil; suppose 
then he swears as long^s he lives, it is temporary still, nor 
iioes it change its nature; sappose then he swears perpetually, 
or as long as his beiiig lasts, it does not alter the nature of^ 
swearing; it is no less consistent with divine paternity during 
any Qne period of that existence, than it is during the first ten 
years, during which you admit that it is consistent with the 
divine paternity. As evil is the samd in its nature, whether 
ii be of shorty long or endless durati^on, if it be consistent with 
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the divine paternily that it should exist ten yeanr, it may bcr 
eonsistent that it should exist a hundred, a thousand, a million, 
ad infinituni. You greatly err, in ihy humhle bpinioii, in 
considering temporary evil a very different matter from what 
you call **evil as a finaK result," for the latter is nothing more 
than the former lengthened out or persisted in by the evil doer. 
If a man commits an endless evil during the whole of this 
life then evil is a final lesuUof this life; and the sameriemark 
is applicable to the future, world, as you admitted in your first 
letter that evil will probably «xist in thetuture world, 

5. or the final holiness of all mariHiDd yon say, **I have 
infernsd this result not from any man's present attainments, 
but from the spirit and power of God ad a Father of all.'* 
This I knew before, and this oonstitutes your grand fallacy^ 
as was shown in my letter. How futile to ''infer the final 
holiness and hapj^irtess of all men from the spirit and power 
of Gud as a Father of all," when the present attainments and 
characters qf pien show that such a result does not necessarily 
attend the spirit and power of God. Some men are perpet- 
ually gi'owing more unholy and unhappy in despite of **the 
spirit and power of God, as a Father of all," and hence your 
inference is perfectly groundless, and your whole argument 
falls, unless you can prove that the spirit and power of God, 
will make all men holy and happy, which you must prove in- 
dependently of the simple existence of the spirit and power of 
God as a Father. 

You say, ''whoever becomes a child of God in spirit and 
character, is indebted therefor to our Father in the leading^ 
sense of that relatioh." He is indebted to the grace of God 
through our Lord Jesus Christ, for St* Paul said, "by tho 
grace of God I am what I am." But this even does not ne- 
cessarily imply the holiness and happiness of all men, for 
some are represente4 as receiving the grace of God in vain, 
and others for whom Christ died, as perishing. 

6. Your remark about the Jews bcjing the children of Abra* 
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liam falls short of its object, for I showed that Christ declarejd 
that they were not the children ol God, in reply to which 
you show that he admitted that they were the children of 
Abraham, that is, lh« natural descendants of Abraham. They 
were his natural seed, but not his spiritual seed, and therefore 
not heirs with him to the spiritual blessings. 

7. You say, **God is the^ Father of such as are sinners.^^ 
Wonderful discovery! The question here is not are the chil- 
'dren of God by faith, in some sinnse sinnc^rs, but are impeni- 
len-t sinners, the children of God by faith? We may easily 
-suppose thaV the children of God by faith may have occasion 
«io pray, **forgive us our sins, without supposing the prayer 
t)f which this forms a part is designed for these impenitent 
"sinners who are not the children of God by faith. 

8. Of my denial of your second position you say, **Your 
ifirst objection treats of the relation of Creator and crecffure, 
and may therefore be dismissed without comment." But 
your whole argument depends upon the supposition that the 
relation of Creator and creature, as it exists between God and 
man^ is a paternal relation, and therefore, by dismissing my 
'objection without comment, you dismiss your argument as 
invalid and wide of the point. 

What you say to my second objection is wide of the mark. 
There would bje some propriety in your remai^k, if the fact of 
God*s paternal love Were the paint at issue between us, but 
the real issue is the influence which it exerts over the mofal 
character of man. I admit the existence of God's paternal 
love, but I deny that all men w ill therefore be holy and happy ; 
you must therefore prove the connection between the two from 
the Scriptures. 

Your remark in reply to my third objection surprises me! 
You say «'had We no knowledge of man as a father, all that 
the Bible says of God as a Father would be utterly unintelli- 
gible.'^ To this I reply, that did the Bible teach us nothing 
of God 88 a Father, all that we know of man a« a father would 
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^ive us no k()owledgQ o£ the divine paternUy, thereibrei it ift. 
from the Bible after all, that we must learn the ehacaoter ot 
God as a Father^ aa I contended in my letter. That you 
should persist in your position that we are to derive our 
knowledge of Gbd as a*Fathert (com what we know of the 
same relation among. uien, surprises me. What do we know 
of the relation among men, save what the Bible teaches us? 
Yon, sir, not being a father, cannot kAow any. tiling about the 
relation, only what you see iiathers do and here Uiem say. 
A-ud what do you see them do, from whence you infer the 
character of Gqd as a Father? How f^w are there who do 
all for their children which they might and ought to do? 
How many parents of your acquaintance discharge their 
whole duty to their children? while many actually lead them 
in the way of sin anddealhy while others abandon them, and 
others still actually kill and destroy their own offspring? Do 
you learn the relation from what fathers tell you, as you never 
had the feelings oC a father? How do you know that they 
speak the truth? Does not conduct speak louder than words? 
You can know nothing of the relation only from its results, 
and do the results, just referred to, give you views of the di- 
vine paternity honorable to God, and safe as the foundation of 
your hope for eternity? If you would honor God, or impart 
hope to man from a consideration of the divine pateiinity, you 
must derive your knowledge of that paternity from some 
other source' than what we know of the same relation among 

men. 

0/ You say that Christ said to the multitude *'one is your 

Father which is in heaven," Matt, xxiii. 1. 9. This I never 
denied, I only denied that the text you quoted before, was 
spoken to impenitent sinners, or intended to be used by ihem.^ 
That God js the Father of all men, I have admitted, and that 
he is not the Father of all men in another sense you have ad- 
mitted. Now if Christ used the term Father in Matt, xxiii,^ 
9, in the sente of which CUpd is the Father of all 'men, '*i^ 



prov^ nothing more than I admit, and does not prove the finat 
Jsoliness and. happiness of all men, because it'is the other re-, 
ktion by adoption that secures these;- and if Christ used the 
term Father in the sense ia. which God is the Father of true- 
believers only, the text proves no more than that that multi^ 
tude were the chiJden of Qod by faith,, but w/hat has that to- 
do with the holiness and happiness of those who are not his. 
children in this sense? 

You ask, *'Do you admit that the Supreme Being is, in any 
true apd proper sense, thekFatherrof all mankind?*' Answer. 
If by a **true and proper sense," you mean in the sense of 
Creator, I say yes; but if you mean in the sense of adoption 
througli faith, I say no. My answer to your other question 
respecting, the perpetuity of this relation, and its obligation 
will be in seasoa w.be,n .you shall have informed me which of 
the relations you refer to, named in my answer to your first, 
question. 

I have now said all that my space will allow on the subject • 
of your argumenk> drawn from tjie- divine paternity, and I. 
think I have said enough* Indeed I believe I entirely removed 
the foundation of your argument in my first letter, and you. 
have not met me ami refuted one of my main positions. I 
will npw fill what little space remains^ by a brief notice of. 
what you call your direct evidence. 

You quote Col. i.. 19, 20.. ••For it pleased the Father that 
in him should all fullness.dwell, and havi^g>made peace 
through the. b)ood.of his cross, by him. to reconcile atl things, 
unto himself, by him I say, whether they be things in earth, . 
or ihin^& in heaveu.'^ This >I understand to be the only text 
you intend a& direct evidence; -ihose that follow being merely 
designed to illustrate and confirm your riews. of this. Though 
I object to your application of this text, and to much of your 
reasoning upon it, I have not room to controvert your posi^. 
Uons in detail, but will briefly show that the whole comes... 
ihprt of the object for which'you labor. The text simj^lgr.. 
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speaks of the purpose of God in giving hi^ son to die for tbe 
sins of the wt>rld, which was that he might reconeile all things 
unto himself hj ChrisL That Christ died for all I admit, 
that the design or plan contemplates, in its .provisions, the re- 
conciliation of all men to God, t also freely admit; but it 
does not follow from thence tlrat all are or ever will be recon- 
ciled; for they, as moral agents, refuse to comply With the 
tenns of reconciliation, and resist the very meaps vi^ich Ged 
employs to reconcile them to himself. This appears ffom 2d 
Con V. 19. 30, a part of which you have quoted. To-wit, 
**God was in Christ reconciling the world unto himself, not 
imputing their trespasses unto them, and heth committed onto 
us the word of reconciliation. Now then we are ambassadors 
for Christ, as though God did beseech you by us: we pray 
you in Christ^s stead be ye reconciled to God.*' If there 
was not something to be done by the sinner in order te be re- 
conciled to God, why beseech him on the subject? As the 
Apostle besought sinners to be reconciled to God, in Christ's 
stead, it is certain that it was the purpose of God that they 
should have been reconciled then, and as many of them were 
not reconciled, it is equally clear that God*s purpose to re- 
concile all things unto himself, is a conditional one, requiring 
the repentance and submission of sinners, as moral agents, and 
therefore does'^not secure the holiness and happiness of any 
only such as repent and believe. It is God*s declared will 
that all should be reconciled now, but they.are not. 

Yours truly, ' LUTHER LEE. 
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D£AR Sir:«— t have several times desired you to avoid ^ofii* 
founding the relations of Creator and Father-^yet you per- 
sist ia. eonaidering these terms interchangeable* You say« 
**I have Mknitted that Qod is the Father of all men, so fv as 
paternity is necessarily involved in creation;** and yQ>i also 
admit that *'He will be the Father of all men forever, so far 
as paternity follows from creation.** 

But this does not meet my position. Paternity is not ue* 
cessarily involved in simple creation, for God created beasts 
and birds and insects; but He is not their Father, nor are they 
his children ip any sense» Between God and all created 
things 'there exists the relation of ^Creator and creature: be- 
tween God and mankind there is the additional relation of 
Father and offspring* This you have admitted; and since 
my argument is predicated on the paternal relation, your sub- 
stitution of the term Creator for that of Father, tends only to 
an evasion of the true issue. 

You say, however, that **God is not the Father of all, in 
a gbspel sense;** and much of your last letter is based in the 
assumption of this position, without so much as informing 
me what you mean by it. Are you the father of some of your 
children in a sense in which you are not the father of them 
all? If you are, I shall be glad to know what that sense is. 
It is granted^ that the obedient of your offspring are yourehiN 
dren in character, which the disobedient are not; but the pri- 
mary relation undergoes no change. 

Some of mankind are the children of God in a sense in 
which some others are not, viz: — by faith in Jesus Christ, and 
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l)y obedience. <*Love your enemies . . . Ihat ye majf hf 
the children o( your Falhert^ that is, that ye may be like 
Him, Matt. v. 45. But^does your position abov^ noted, im* 
ply a change in ZT/z/i corresponding to the improvements ia 
them? 

Jesus said, *» Ye are my friends, if ye dowlratspever I com- 
mand you," John xv. 14 — but it is not herein implied that if 
they did no/ obey him, he wduld not be their friend. James 
said, "Whosoever willbe a friend of the wdrld, is the enemv 
of God," iv. 4 — but we are not hence to infer that God will 
be the enemy of such an one. 

The unchangeability of God is a fundamental doctrine of 
divino revelation; and no exposition of any scriptural passage 
can be admitted, which involves a denial that He is withoo-t 
variableness or shadow of turning. All the actual change 
must be in man. 

You do not deny that ••whoever becomes a child of God 
in spirit and character, is indebted therefor to our Father," 
in the sense in which you admit Hin? to be the Father of alL 
It is true, you say, ••he is indebted to the grace of God". — 
but you do not intend to deny that the whole plan of redemp- 
tion is based in the love of the universal Father; It was be- 
eause His children,'that is, the whole human family, were par- 
takers of flesh and blood, that Jesus took part of the same, 
Heb. ii. 14; it was by the grace of God ^hat he who is ••the 
head of every man," ••tasted death for every man," Heb. ii. &; 
1 Cor. xi. 9; it was lo sinners*. to enemiei, the love of God 
was thus commended, Rom. v. 6-8; it was to manifest His fa- 
therly love to His children dead in sins, that the Father of alU 
spared not His own Son, Rom. viii. 32. r 

You infer the flnal holiness and happiiaess of some, from^ 
the fact that they are now the children of God by faith; but 
the question is, To what are they indebted for what they nou^ 
are? You cannot avoid perceiving that the whole matter iDust 
h» referred to the origirlal relation, iJmerely claim for all tiMt^ 
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•offspring of God, what you maintatnhas aUeady'been accom* 
>|ylished for a part,' 

My 'Second position — namely, that **onr knowledge of God 
as a Father must be derived from wha-t. weknow of the same 
relation among men"— -seems very gfeally to surprise yoff; 
and I assure you thai your denial of it is to me a matter of 
equal surprise; 

The Bible treats largely of tho light as a symbol of trutln 
and the Hk«. Suppose I were to affirm that all this is utterly 
untnteliiglble to a man who was born blind, and continues to 
be blind,' — would the affirmation surprise you? 

I grant, that were it hot for the Bible we might be ignorant 
of the fad that God is the Father of all — (albeit the heathen 
seem to have had knowledge of this divine relati6n, Acts xvii^ 
20;) and if this be all you intended to assert, in your 
denial of my positton, we do not disagree. But if the fact 
of the divine paternity be not addressed to what we know of 
ihe paternal relation among men, we nre in a predicament 
corresponding to that of the Wind man. To him, the rain- 
bow; as a sign of the new covenant, has no meaning;, and to 
U9, (\n view of your denial,) all ^ that the BiMe declares of 
Ood as a Father, and all its glowing appeals to parental love, 
can be considered little short of unmeaning mockery. 

It is true, I am not a father; nevertheless, I was long 
enough the object of a father*& solicitude, to understand clearly 
what is signified by the parental bond. His earthly pilgrim-^ 
age has terminated — but the memory of his love is embalmed 
in the holiest sanctuary of my heart. 

It 18 granted, that many fathers fail to discharge their whole 
duty to their children; but do you seriously consider this a 
stumbling block in the way of my argument? Which of ike 
twain would you consider the fittest representation of God— the 
be$t earthly father, or the worst? Sir, the best father on 
earth is the finest representation of the Father of all — ^Imt 
«ven AeilaRfi infinitely short of the reality. Not the oitriehi 
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■'which lea^ieth her eggs in the dusU and forgetteth thai the 
foot may crush them, or that the wild beast, may break them;** 
but the heart of the father in whom parental love is the most holy 
and vital, shall be the exponent of the love of our Father. LUtle 
as I know of my correspondent, I will hazard the choice of 
him as an example. Yon hav« assured ns that, had you the 
requisite power to accomplish all your desires, there would 
be a necessary connection between your love as a father, and 
the holiness and happiness of all your children, however dis- 
obedient they at present may be. I believe you; and herein 
I discover an approximation to the fathomless love of the 
Universal Father. 

Do you, still inquire what I mean by the statement that God 
is, in a true and proper sense, the Father of all? I mean by 
it, that the term Father, is applied to the Supreme Being, is 
not a mere unmeaning word. I mean by it that He feels for 
all His offspring a mightier and holier love than you profess 
for your*s; and that all His plans are in perfect harmony with 
the spirit of universal paternity. 

Your principal objection to my inference from the prece- 
ding premises, is derived from the present existence of evil. 
Several forms of this objection were anticipated in my first 
letter; bat you have yielded no sort of attention to my replies. 
Probably you will be prepared to notice them, after I hava an- 
swered your question, ** What do you mean by evil as a final 
result?*' 

Evil as a final result, i« an ultimate condition, an absolute 
end, a fixed and permanent termination in evil. I have de- 
nied the existence of any sueh evil in the Divine government; 
for the plain res^son that the introduction or permission of evil 
aft a final result, would be wholly incompatible with the per- 
fections of God as the Father of all. He constituted all Hi$ 
offspring precisely as he saw fit, possessing a perfect knowU 
edge of all the bearings and results of the vokintary $et; and 
io deny that evil belongs merely to the progress of His flan» 
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or to imply that eiril exists in Bis gorernment as an absolute 
end« 19 an impeacbmeAt of either the wisdom and power of 
the Supreme God» or of His love as the Universal Father. 

It was consistent with the diving paternity that the well^be- 
loved of the Father should snflfer the agonies of the garden 
and the cross; hut that the continuance of these agonies, even 
until this day, would have been equally consistent, is more 
than you will vemure to aiBrm* Yet, according to your own 
showing, his sufferings were a final evil, and might have been 
as consistently perpetuated, even without end, as allowed for 
an hour! 

It was consistent with the divine paternity to permit the 
wieked sale, of Joseph, with all the miseries incident thereto; 
but h was consistent only as a temporary evil, and in view of 
the good into which the transaction was subsequently re- 
solved. 

Had we been consulted in the premises, we would have 
been incompetent to determine positively whether the permis-* 
sion of that evil would be the best means of accomplishing 
the end designed. But had we been asked whether the per. 
mission of that evil, not as a means of good, but as a final re- 
sult, would be inconsistent with the acknowledged perfection 
of God, we would have been as competent to decide as we 
are to determine whether positive evil be positive good. 

An acknowledgment of the infinite wisdom and power of 
God, must be associated with the fact that He is the Father of 
th^ whole human family. The latter position involves the 
sentiment that the proposed issue of tjie Divine government 
is perfectly harmonious with parental love: the former is a 
guarantee that the wisest and best means have been devised, 
and that the plan proposed will ultimately be completed. 

I do not restrict the operations of the holy spirit to the brief 
spanof human life — neither do you; yet I hs^ve neither affirm- 
ed nor denied that evil will probably exist in the future world. 
The time wheni the place where^ and the means jby which 
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'Universal renovation wilibe effected, lam not wise enough ib 
determine. You admit final holiness and happiness for niil^ 
lions who do not in this life, become the children, of God by 
faith in Jesus Christ; and rny faltii simply gne^'beyond yoursi 
in regard to the ^efficiency of the Universal Father's love. 

in your review of my direct tesiinlonies, yoFu admit that 
the gospel was instituted with a view to the reconciliation of 
all things to God; that the design and plan of itcontemplated 
this glorious end; in short, that it was the purpose of God 
tliereby to efiect the final holiness and happiness of ali 
mankind. 

I presume you admit that this result "was embraced in ilie 
original design, plan and purpose of the Supreme Being — that 
is, that the gospel was not a scheme devised in an unforeseen 
emergenc^y, to accomplish an etui not provided for in the be- 
ginning; but that it is a part of the grand whole originally in-* 
tended by the Ueiiy. 

' Thus far we agree; and I am happy to know that you corp 
cede so truly paternal a design, plan a purpose to the Al- 
mighty. In this, large ceo nothry we discover the loving spirit 
of the Universal Father; arill the folness of the blessing pro- 
posed, leaves nothing to be desired on the simple score of His 
Ofrject rti creation and redemption. 

But you deny that the design, plan, and purpose of God 
will ever be consummated. 

This denial of yours brought the following passage vividly 
to my remembrance: »*Whieh of you, intending to build a 
tower, sitteth not down 6rst, atid counteth thw cost, whether 
he have sufficimt to finish it? Lest, haply, after he 'hath 
laid the foupdacfon, and is not able to finish it, all that behold 
it begin to' mock him, saying. This man. began to build, and 
ti'«« not able iofinith.^^ Ijuke xiv. 28-30. 

Yon concede that the Supreme Being devised the plan of 
universal reconciliation; that He ba() plerfect knowledge of all 
fhe circumsianees, and of all the cembiRattoha of tircnm» 
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vtnnees^ which cotiIyI possibly intervene: that Ho began the 
^rrric wiih f»ll design nml purpose to complete it; but, alas! 
He is not able to finish it. As to His disposition in the ease, 
ft is perfect and entire, lacking nothing. He anxiously desires 
<tie completion of the sublime plan; but He is not able to finisb 
it. There are difirculties, either incidental or accidental, 
which He cannot remove'; and so the final purpose of Al- 
mighty God must be forever marred! 

Wihen we consider the limited knowledge, and wisdom and 
power of man, we do not marvel that many of his plans 
«tiould he wholly defeated. He cannot possibly foresee all 
the difficulties to be encountered; or if he foresees them, he 
may not be suflrciently wise to devise means for their remo- 
val; or if the means be devised, he nvay Jack energy and per- 
severance in ihfe tise of the means — and so his plans are fre- 
quently frustrated, leaving him to mourn over the wreck oi his 
hopes. 

But shall we affirm that the All-knowing was ignorant of 
the obstacles to be overcome, when He formed the design^ 
plan and purpose of universal reconciliation? or, admitting all 
the obstacles to havebeen perfeclly.unveiled before Him, shall 
we imply that H-e was incompetent to devise means frfr their 
removal? or, conceding infinity to His wisdom, shall we deny 
Him the energy atid perseverance requisite to the fulfilment of 
His final purpose? 

It is freely granted that men are moral agents, and that they 
have ever been, are now, and ever will be, treated and governed 
assucK What then? The means devised by infinite wisdom 
for the reconciliation of moral agents* were devised in full 
view of all obstructions, of every sort. The question is, are 
the means adequate to the end? It is nothing to say that 
men,-^'a« moral agents, resist the very means which God cm- 
ploys to reconcile them to Himself* — for that very resistance 
is one of the obstacles to be reavoved. The plan, design, or 
purpose, reaches forward to univer?al reconciliation; and a de- 
D 
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Dial that universal reconciliation will be oltimately effected, w 
equivalent to saying that the means provided are inadequate t^ 
the end proposed. 

*'What king, going to make ^^ar \vith another king, sitteth 
not down first, and consuJteth whether he be able with ten 
thousand men to meet him that com^th against tiim with t*wen* 
ty thousand?" Luke xiv. 31. You aSicmi i^ubstantiaiHy, thai 
God pursued universal reconeiliaiion without considering all 
the inter^vening obstacles, or that the meai\s provided are in* 
sufficient to remove them. 

How widely different is the scriptural view! It pleased 
the Father to institute means for the reconciliation of all 
things; and God is in Christ reconciling the world to Himself, 
with the full assurance that *4he pleasure of the Lord shall 
prosper ip his hand." Isaiah iv, 10. Is it arty thing marvel* 
lous that universal reconciliation should be effected by the 
employment of means? or that a pleasure or purpose which 
shall prosper implies the use of ii(/e^a/£ means? 

yx)u intimate, however, th^t the purpose of God is defeated^ 
so far as mankind are noinow reconciled. Referring to apos- 
tolic times, YOU say it was the purpose of God that the per- 
sons addressed should have been reconciled;/Afn;,andas they 
were no/ reconciled at that time, you infer that the purpose of 
God is a conditional one, and that it is defeated so far as it is 
not accomplished. 

When Jesus appeared to Saul of Tar^'tis. ) p said, **I have 
appeared unto thee for this purpose. i.> . ^* ».. ee a minister 
and witness." Acts xxvi. 16. San .vas not immediately 
tijaf'? a minister; but dpes it follow that the purpose for which 
tlH> ::>.}tioi\r appeared to hiip was defeated? or that it might fail 
of, accomplishment? 

''De(;laring the end from the beginnings and from ancient 
times the things that are no/ yet done, '"laying, My counsel shall 

stand, and I will do all my pleasure I have purposed 

it; I will, also do it." Isaiah xlvi. The man (symbolized by 
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a ravenous bird) who was to execute the purpose here referred 
to, was a moral agent. However much or long he resisted 
the means employed to engage him in the execution of that 
purpose, he was ultimately brought to the work — and this, too 
without any violence having been offered to his moral agency. 
An apostle considered tlie final subordination of all thingb 
so clearly an absolute purpose of G^d, that he spake of it as 
being already accomplished: «'Thou hast put all things under 

his feet. For in that he put all in subjection under him, he 
left nothing. that is not put under him.*' Lest, however, the 
reader might regard present insubordination as an indication of 
failure in the divine purpose, the apostle subjoined, But no\V 
we see not yet all things put under him,*' Heb. ii. 8 — thus 
intimating that theendno/i/e/ attained, will be effected in due 
time. 

Saved by hope, and walking by faith and not by sight, I am 
respectfully yours, &c. 

ABEL C. THOMAS. 






MR. LEE TO MR. THOMAS. 



Djeah Sir: — I proceed to review the mo*t inaporlant pari* 
of your letter, for the sake of filling out my own, nbtwith- 
standingr I believe ray first letter sufficient on the subject ol* 
the divine paiernify. You comnaence thus: 

**Dear Sir: I have several times desired you to avoid con- 
founding the relations of Creator and Father — yet you persist 
in considering these terms interchangeable," 

I showed mo.^l clearly that as you argued the divine pater- 
nity from the fact that Gpd created man in his own image* 
you must admit that the relation of Creator,. In this sense, 
must be equivalent to the refation of Father^ in the sense in 
which you argued that God is the father of all men. If yon 
deny that the relation of Creator, in the sense of having crea* 
ted man in his own image, is equivalent to the relation of Fa* 
ther, in your sense, then you argued falsely, when ynu ar- 
gued that God is the father of all men* because he crcnted man 
in his own image. This, I say, was shown in my last, and 
yet without even attempting to meet the difllculty, you repeal 
your objection to my confounding the relations of Creator and 
Father. I trust ©ur readers will dujy appreciate this your 
course, and not be at a loss to understand its canse. 

Afier partially quoting my reply, you say: 

»*But this does not meet my position. Paternity is not ne- 
cessarily involved in simple creation — for God created beasts 
and birds and insects; but he is not their Father, nor are they 
His children, in any sense." 

It is not possible for me to see how yoo could have failed 
to know better than this. I did not rest rny reply on the sim- 
ple relation oC Creator as it exists between God ai>d brutes. 
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but of)on the special relation of creator, as it exists between 
Cod an J roani ke having created man' in his own innge. 

1 said in my last, "^'I admit tbatXibd did create man in his 
own image," and yet you represent me as overlooking the fact 
that yoor argument w^ founded upon the circumstance that 
man was made in the image of God, and represent me as rea- 
soning in a manner wiiich would be equialiy applicable to 
"hcDsts and birds and insects.'* How could you do this?, 
Was there no way for you to make out any thing like a de- 
fence of your argument without falsely representing my reply 
as overlooking the fact' that man was created in the image of 
<Jod? To «ettle this question forever, I hereby say that I 
wish all my reasonings on this subject to be understood \h 
ihe view of the fact, that God did create man in his own tn^- 
age, iti contradistinction from '^beasts, and birds anti insects;" 
which were not created in the. image of God;and when I spe^ 
of God's being the Father of all nwn, so far as paternity is in- 
volved in the relation of Creator and cn^ature, I wish to be nn- 
derstood as speaking ot'Mhe relation of 'Creator ahd creature 
as ix exists between God and man, and not as it exists be- 
tween God and horses, Who were not created in the imao^e of 
God. This disiinciion I make to accommoti'ate myself to 
your views ^nd arguments, and hope I shall hear no more 
complaints on the ground of confound ing Creatot with pate»- 
tiity. 

You remark again as follows: • 

*'You say; however, that 'God is not thte Fathet 6f all, in 
a gospel sense;' and much of your last letter is based in the 
assumption of this positioni without so much as informing 
me what yon mean by it." 

This was a point which I labbred to prov< in my first let- 
ter, and tfje very arguments which I em))loyed, and the scrip- 
ture proofs which I introduced, eotild nothaVe failed to Impart 
the information which you say Ihave withhdd*. I mean that 
all m^o are not the children of Odd, and that God is net their 
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Father, by their *'being born again," John 1, 12 and iii. 3. 
•♦For ye are the children of God by faith," Gal. iii. 26. 
vThat we migbt receive the adoption of aons," Gal. iv. 2. 
*'For ye have not received the spirit of bondage again untCi 
fear; but ye have received the Spirit of adoption, whereby W0 
cry, Abba, Father," Som. viii. 15. **Biessed be the God and 
Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, which according to his 
abundant mercy hath begotten us again unto a lively hope, by 
.the resurrection of Jesus Christ from the dead," 1 ,Peter i. 8. 
*^Who was delivered for our offences, and was raised again 
for our justification," Rom. iv. 25. ^'Therefore being justi- 
fied by faith we have peace with God," Rom. v. 1. *'Every 
one that loveth him that begot, loveth him also that is begot- 
ten of him. lie that is begotten of God keepeth himselft' 
and that wicked one toucheth him not," 1 John v. 1—18. 
Xhe above Scriptures refer to the relation in view of whieh I 
deny that God is the Father of all men in a gospel sense. If 
the following question does not establish yoar character for 
wisdom you must try again. 

''Are you the father of some of yeur children in a sense in 
which you are not the father of them all? If you are, I 
shall hie glad to know what that sense is." 

This- question is so profound that it is deserving of ap effort, 
1. My children have not yet revolted from me so tar as to 
be disinherited and cease to be my lawful heirs, rendering il 
necessary that they should by me be ''begotten again," or be 
"born again" into my family, in order to have a claim on my 
estate; but God*s children have thus revolted from him. *' We 
were by nature the children of wrath even as others. At that 
time ye were without Christ, being aliens from the common- 
wealth of Israel, and strangers from covenants of promise* 
having no hope, and without God in the world. Now there* 
fore, ye are no more strangers and foreigners but fellow citi« 
zenc with the saints, and of the hous^qld of God." Eph. it* 
3, 12, 19. «'And if cbUdi^n, then heirs," Rom. viii. 17. If 
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tmy children iiad thus disinherited themselves, and 1 could and 
-should, by 'begetting them again," and by causing them to 
"♦♦be .born again," re-instate* them in my family, that is, some 
of them, I sbould be a' father to them in a sense in which I 
should not be a father to the other children, who might by 
•wilful resistance defeat the process of being begotten and born 
^gain. This is precisely the case with God and his children; 
they have all revolted, and he offers the Spirit by which they 
inay be begotten and born again into his family, and some of 
4hera receive the Spirit, and are born again, while others **re- 
«i8t the Holy Ghost," and are not born again. Now my doc- 
ftrine is that those who are born again, are the children of 
Crod, ia a sense in which those are not, who are not bom 
;again: and all this without supposing that I am the father of 
«ome of my childicn in a sense in which I am not the father 
•of them all, as your question ipiplies. 

2. I am not the father of my cllhdren in the sense in whiis4i 
Crod is the Father of aM men, nor in the sense in which he is 
the Father of believers^ for if I am, then my children must 
rfiustain the same relation, tome that they and I sustain to God, 
-and as like relations mustinvolve like obligations^ if my chil- 
<lren sustainvVhe same relation to me that they do to God, they 
must be under the same obligations tome that they^re to God, 
whick woirld be self-contradictory, as well as profane. This 
«how8 that the relations >are not the same, and hence, your 
whole arg«nent being based upon the assumption that they 
Are the same, must fall to the ground. 

3. This fact is further proved by your own question. It 
^assumes ihatl cannot be the father of some of my children in 
a sense in wluch I am not the father of them all, yet I have 
•clearly shown that God ia the Father of some in a sense in 
which he is not the father of all, therefore the relation between 
^od and hie children cannot be the same as the relation be- 
iween n»e and my ^ildren. 

On yoor aecond position I ahall say but little* In your 
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cflTort to sustain your position, that we sre to dcrtre out 
knowledge of God as a father from what we know of the 
same relation among men,. you confound this relation «mon^ 
men as a matter of illustration of the divine paternity with its 
being the same relation, involving the same prineiples as 4he 
divine paternity. The fact that the relation of father and son 
is appealed to to illustrate the ctivine paternity, does- not prove 
that the relations are the same, but that the one is easjier of 
comprehension and more familiar than the other. Nor does 
it prove that the paternal relation is the souice of our kuoyvl- 
edge of God as a father, but it onty serves to illustrate prh^ 
ciples and facts on* this subject derived from other sources. 

The Scriptures appeal to t4ie relation that exists between 
liusbancis and wives to illustrate the union between Chrrstand 
the church, but it dsies not prove that the relations are the 
samcii They appeal also to the relation thet exists between a 
vine and its branches, (John ?cv.) but this does not prove that 
the relations are the same. So when the Scriptures appeal to 
tlte paternal relaiiou to iJhistrate the divine paternity, it duet 
liut prove that the relations are the same. 

**Do you still inquire what I mean by the statement thai 
God js, in a irve and proper setise, the Father of all? I 
mean by it, that the term Father, as applied to the Supreme 
Being', is not a mere unmeaning word, t me»n by ft, that he 
feels for all Uis offsprmg a mightier and holier love than you 
feel for yours; and that all hie plans are ill porfeot harmony 
with the spirit of universal paternity."' 

Here you make the divme paternity to consist not of a re- 
lation, not in the circiamstanee that God created man in hie 
own image, as you have heretofore argued, but in the simple 
fact that God *M*eel8 for all hie oflspring a mightier and holier 
love than I profess for my offspring." This, str, overturns 
your whole argument, and proves that God is no more the 
Father of all men than he is the Father of ell beasts and 
bird^. Though one Christian is of more value than n>&ny 
sparrows, yet not one sparrow shall fall to the ground 
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without his notice, (Matt. x. 29.) Gad does regard spar* 
rows and regarding them, *no one will dare to deny that 
this regard is a ** mightier aind holier love'* than I pnr- 
fess for my offspring. And I do not believe that you will de- 
ny that Ills plan extends to sparrqwi*, and of this you say ^^all 
His plans are in perfect harmony with the spirit of his uni* 
vj^rsal paternity/' . Now, &9 you make the divine. paterr)itf 
to consist in God's **mighiier and holier love for His off- 
upring" than I have for mine, and as you cannot deny that 
God has all this towards all his living irrational creatures, 
you are guilty of the very thing you charge up^n me,, viz: of 
reasoning upon principles which are ap{>licab|e to birds and 
beasts* This materially aifeuts you, as you have denied that 
God is the father of thef^e; but it would not have affected me 
had I done it, for I believe in God's universal. paternity, that 
is, that He is the Father of beasts and birds and insectn, and 
of all that. hath breath, though I make that belief no part of 
my controversy. Npw, I ask you and our readers to pause, 
tmd inquire if plain, simple trgth needs such confusion and 
contradictions to keep itself in its own straight path? 

Again, -^s you .make the divine 4)aternity to consist not in 
a relation, but in feeling, or a mighty and holy love for man, 
your whole acgument about learning tins paternity from what 
we know of parental feeling aAiong men mtist fall, for the 
passion of love is not confined to the relaiioo of parents and 
children^ bot often kindles and boms in the heait^towards oth* 
ers, than an efispring, with as pore and intense a fiaitoe. as it 
earer burned in a father's heart. , As you .make the divine pa- 
ternity coneist in this love, the. love that unites hearts that 
were once strangers is just as goqd an illustration of the dt«» 
vine paternity as the love > of a father. 

Your great fioarish about *Hhe design, plan and. purpose of 
God" to reconcile all to himself comes far short of meeting 
my T^ply^ to yonr argunient on this subject. My position is 
Tery simpleand sboald.be met directly. The .substance of 
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what I said is this, salvation is eomlitlohal, and that which it 
conditional may fail; that though the ^'design, phn and 

purpose*' are sufficiently comprehensive to save all, yet none 
will be saved only such as comply with the conditions. 
There are but two ways in which you can fairly defend your 
argument against this objection to it. Firsts you can deny that 
•alvation is conditional. If you will do this directly and plain* 
iy, we will join issue upon it; in which case, I will attempt to 
sustain my position by argument. Secondly, you may admit 
the eonditipnality of salvation, and attempt to prove that all 
men will comply with the conditions, in which case your ar- 
gument will not be founded upon the fact that God proposes tt>e 
salvation of all men, but upon the supposed fact that all men 
will comply with the conditions upon which he proposci 
their salvation. The conditionality of salvation is the point 
on which this argument must tura, and until ycu meet this 
point, all your talk about 'Mhe plan, the design and purpose 
of. God^*^ and ••the adaptation and efficacy of the roeai^s** 
must amount to just nothing, nor shall I suffer you or our 
readers to lose sight of this point amid an array of words 
about plans« purposes, designs and means. If salvation be 
conditional, then 'Hhe plan, design, and purpdse^** may fail of 
his final and entire success by a non-compliance with the <;on- 
ditions, and no means cai\ be employed which can be effi- 
cient, only in case of a compliance with the condition which 
moral agents may refuse. I admit that Ohrist died for all 
men, that the atonement is in itself sufficient to> save all, and 
that God is willing to save all, if they will comply with the 
terms of salvation, but I maintain that the only reason why 
siinners are not now saved, is because they do not comply with 
the conditions of salvation and for the. same reason they may 
never be saved. This leaves no room for controversy between 
us on this sabjeet until you define your pqettiOn« hy denying 
that salvation is conditional, or by admitting! .it.and att^mptinf 
Co prove that alKwill comply with the conditions.' 

Yours truly, LUTHER LEE. 
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Dea^ sir: — You have assumed that what is now consis* 
tent with the divine paternity, may always be consistent with 
it. When I denied this assumption, and desired yon to distin- 
guish between temporary evil, and evil as a final result, you 
declared that no such distinction exists, excepting in my ina- 
gination. When I commented on several scriptural proofs of 
Universal reconciliation, you rested your objections on the 
fact, that all are not recoBciled now-^all are not now the ehil-> 
dren of God in spirit and character. And in this way you 
have attenpted to meet every leading argument of mine to 
which you have given any attention; 

In letter V, I pointed out and illustrated the marised dis- 
tinction which you denied; and I endeavored to show, that 
though temporary evil is, evil as a final, result would not be, 
consistent with the perfections of God as the universal Fath* 
er. Notwithstanding all this, your letter, numbered VI, doe$ 
not contain a single tentenee in relation to that topic! 

Our readers will judge whether I have misrepresented you, 
in any respect; and I merely subjoin, that there are three rea- 
sons why I object to your substitution of tbo term Creator for 
that of Father: 1. You admitted my first position, namely ••that 
••God is the Father of the whole human family;^' and the po- 
sition being once admitted, you were not at liberty to change 
the terms. 2. The simple terms Creator and Father (and as 
simple terms we use them) are not synonymous, as I have 
shown; and the interchangeable use of them tends only to 
confusion or evasion. 3. The term Father, expresses a rela- 
tioo which, as you affirm, furnishes no sort of support to the 
affirmativo of the question in discusaion. Why, tben« shouM 
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yoii 80 strenuously oppose the adoption of that term, or so 
t5auliou8ly use it in reply to my inferences? 

In y<|pr explication of what you mean by ••God's not being 
the Father of all in a gospel sense,** you quote several pasba- 
ges of Scripture which speak of being begotten and born of 
God, and tiie like. I answer as follows: 

The disuiples at Corinth were begotten by the apostle Paul, 
1 Cor. iv. 15; and sa also was Onesimus, as noted in Phile* 
mon i: 10. Tbese were Paul's children, and be was their fa- 
ther, in a figurative sensre. They weic begotten by him; and 
being born again, they were new crenttires. Divested of the 
figure of speech, the meaning is, simply^ that they were his 
proselytes.' Paul had been the mt^ans of their conversion 
from Judaism or lieathenism to Christianity, 

If it be in this sense you speak, when you say that God is 
the father of some of mankind in a sense in which He is not 
the Father of ihem all — if you mean, merely that^ome of the 
human family are begotten of God in the same figuartive 
sense that Onesimus was begbtten of Paul, I admit it. But 
of what possible service can this admission be to your argu* 
ment? The simple ineaning is, that Goil has begotten some 
of HU own offspring — ^that is, some of His children, have 
been brought to a knowledgfe of the truth, and obedience. 
In precisely the same sense you are, -or may become, the father 
of your own children. 

Peter and his associates were •»born iigain** wheij they be* 
came the proselytes of Jesus— for this was the familiar use 
of that phrase in «nd preceding the times of the Messiah, 
They were begotben into a living; hof>e by his preaching. 
They trusted that he would redeem Isreal; but when he- was 
crucified, that hope periehed. Nevertheless, they were begot« 
ten agmn by his resurreetion fron\ the dead. 

The resurrectien was the seal of our Saviour's divine mis- 
eion. It revived and confirmed the faith of his disciples. 
They^ were delivered from the bondage engendered by the 
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fear of i(ealU, Heb. ii. 14*---ror life and imroortaliiy wer& 
brought to light,- 2 Tiro. i» 10. They- did not receive ih« 
spirit of .bondage again to fear» (aa under the law,) but they 
received the apirit of adoption, (the latter being coatfaated 
with the former, Rom. viii. 15.) and entered into r^sL 

Ta the Israelites pertained the adoption of the first cove- 
nant,— *Ro(n. ix«,4; a-od the special blessings they enjoyed* 
while the Gentiles were aliens and strangers, were by the 
Apostle considered a sufficient reply to the question, *^W1iat 
advantage, then, hath the Jew?'' To believers pertains the 
adoption of the second covenant; and the special blessings of 
faith and hope in a glorious inxnvortality, sufficiently displi^ 
the advantage of those who now believe, without supposing 
that any of the offspring of God will finally be excluded from 
the reality. 

Your review of my second position requires very little to 
be said in the way of confinieia. 

1. The Scriptures treat of God as. a Rock,, a Fortress, a 
Fountain of Living. Waters, and the like, as iliuatroiions^ — 
bu( when they treat of Him as the F^ilher of all, the case is 
widely different. Here is not an image, but a reality; and 
the illustration of that reality must be songht in the corres* 
ponding relation among men. 

2. The vine and branches, and marriage, are ilinstrations 
which ^ may be classed with what ynn term the Gospel sense 
of Father — but they^re widely different from the relatian for 
which I coiHend. A branch m^y be severed from the victe^ 
husbands and wives may be divorced; he who is begotten of 
God may need to be begotten again— 4)ut the original relaticAt 
of Father and offspring can never be dissolved, nor een itsob* 
ligations ever be annulled. 

3. I grant that the blind man can know much of 'the cove< 
nant without knowledge of the irtinbow as its symbol; and I 
grant,, also, that we might know much of God, (say,, for ex- 
ample, as Lawgiver, King, or Judge,) without any .knowledge 
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•f an ^arihly parent as a fitting illustration of divine paternity. 
Bot this is not the point. What word besides Father, or its 
Equivalent* and what illustration besides that of aneirthly pa* 
reni, couid give us any knowledge pf God m^ Father? 

4. I protest against your assumption, ihat I *«make the di- 
vine paternity to consist, not in a relation, but in a feeling, a 
mighty and holy love for man." I have uttaried no language 
which can rightly be so construed. I also protest against 
your inference, that I include sparrows, and the like, in the 
plans of the divine paternity. Yet you pursue these false 
premises until the idea that **Qod is the Father of beasts and 
Uirds and inserts," is fairly adopted into the family of your 
opinions. You do not pretend that they were created in the 
divine image, (for this would bsing them into the same cate- 
gory with mankind;) neither do you quote any authority lor 
the abstract statement. I have more difficulty in apprehend- 
ing what you meant by it, than in conceiving the object of its 
introduction into your letter. 

You speak of the Scri[ytural argument in my last epistle, as 
**a great flourish about the design, plan, and pnrpose of GN)d;** 
and you attempt to justify total neglect of my reasoning, by 
denominating it ''an array of words." Tbis is certainly an 
expeditious mode of procedure, but I doubt whether it will be 
satisfactory to our readers. They will probably compare the 
latter half of Letter V, with the closing paragraph of Letter 
VI; and unless lam greatly deceived, yoursummary disposal 
of my arguments will contribute liltle to your controversail 
renown. ■ 

I deny your right to neglect any of my leading positions or 
proofs, se long as I con fijie myself to the question at issue. 
I deny that what you have said about conditionality, as p^r* 
tainingno the final destiny ^f man, invalidates any argument 
I have presented in thecounre of this discussion. The scrip- 
tural citations and reasoning in my last letter pointedly deny 
any frustration of the purpose of God, to reconcile all things 
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to Himself; but you dedine any reply^ simply because I did 
not state my position in the phraseology to which you are ae« 
customed. . 

I wai/ve farther ^tMnment, and will so far accommodate my- 
self to your "Judgment, as to consider **Xhe point on which (as 
you say) the argument must turn." 

Your iheory of conditiotis is substantially as follows :-^Such 
only as become the children of God in this life, by faith i A 
the atonement of Jesus Christ, can ever attain to fipal holi* 
«iess and happiness. Either this is a correct statement of 
your theory, in a few words, or you must admit that the pas- 
sages you have quoted in opposition to my view of the 
divine paternity, avail you nothing. Your quotations refer to 
faith in Jesus Christ, and to being begotten of God, and born 
again, by the agency of that faith; and you tnaintain that for 
those only of jvhom God becomes the Father in this figurative 
«ense, in tbe present Hie, can there be any assurance of a 
blessed imaaortality. - ■ 

This being your theory of conditions, consistency requires 
you to admit that all infants dying in inli^ncy, and all idiots dy- 
ing in idiocy, and the myriads of heathen whohave died, and 
yet may die, without hearing of the atonement, are shutout 
forever frem the tender mercies of Almighty God! 

Are you prepared to adopt this appalling result? Doubtless 
you will seek a way to avoid it, in behalf of infants and idi- 
ots. You will say, probably, tliat they "are included in the 
covenant of grace, as eaieeptions to the rule of condittone. 
You will claim final holiness and bappiness for them, without 
compliance with any terms, on the score that it^ impossible 

for them to comply- • 

But this reasoning will furnish an equally valid plea in be* 
half of the heathen. You* will not depart from the atonement 
as the basis of nny possible redemption, nor from faith i<n that 
atonement 'as the meaner of forming an evangelical character; 
and since myriads' of the heattien never heard of the Be- 
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(leemer, they are as iaeapable of complying with the speoi* 
fif<I terms as are infants or idiots« Are they also excepted 
from your rule of conditions? If they are, the contingency 
of death in infancy or idiocjir, is. provided for in the divine 
purpose; and if three contingencies can be provided for, why 
not a thousand? If they are not oxeepted, and if fsith.in Je- 
sus Christ, in this life» be a p^e-requisite to a blessed iihmo^- 
tality, (as your. argument implies,) salvation for the heathen is 
impossible, for the simple reason that ttis impossible, for them 
^o comply with the terms! 

But aside from these considerations: Your theory denies 
any absolute divine purpose, as respects the ultimate destina- 
tion of mankind* And in view of this denial, there is not, 
there cannot be any certainty that a single soul of our race will 
be finally holy and happy! If you and yours are disposed to 
admit such fearful chance work in the economy pf ^he All-wise 
and Almighty, so be it; as for me and mine, we deny that the 
divine purpose of reconciliation is conditional in stch sen«e as 
to imply the possibiliiy of fiitlure. 

Illustrations are not arguments; nevertheless the fbllowing 
exHmples may serve to show my meaning. 

It was the purpose of. God, unfolded by promise to Abrnham, 
that the posterity of that patriarch, through the line of Isaac 
and Jacob, should possess the land of Canaan, Oen. xvii. 8. 
This purpose was Revealed before Isaac was bom — yet, at a 
time when the birth of the piamised heir was exeecJingly im- 
prob.ible. It w&s made in full view of the pcdlction that 400 
years of bondage in a strange land should intervene, Gen. xv. 
13; yet theToJfitiment of that purpose Was as certain when it 
WHS first revealed, as it was when the Israelites crossed the 
Jordan under the guidance of Caleb and Joshua. In what 
sense was that purpose cQmittional? 

It was the purpose of God that theseepter should not depart 
from Judah, nor a lawgiver from betwieenhis feet; until Shiioh 
appeared, Gen. xtix« 10. Notwithstanding the downthrow- 
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itigB and up-tUrnings of the nations, and the conDpllcated con- 
flicts and interests of this world, during the lapse of sev- 
enteen centuries, the counsel of the Lord stood firm, and 
the Messiah a|)peaYed in the fulness of time. It was no 
ess certain that Shiloh would come, when the predie- 
Tion was nttered, than it was when Jesus was born in Beih- 
tehem. You will not pretend that his advent was predic- 
ted on the simple gfoond that Go^ foreknew it^— else the 
atonement wais but an Gcctdental thing; but you will base it 
in the divine purpose. In what proper sense was that purpose 
conditional? 

In these instances (and many others might be ntentioned,) 
you freely admit such a design, plan and purpose on the part 
of the Supreme Being, as to forbid the idea of final frustration. 
Through scenes which, to all human apprehension, were fear- 
fully dark and gloomy — through scenes in which the divide 
purpose frequently tippeared to be frustrated, so far as man 
was competent to see— through scenes in which circumstances 
slsemed successfully to war against God,-»He brought Israel 
into Canaan; atid through even darker and more complicated 
scenes, (including the first death of the Jewish nation and 
seventy years of captivity in Babylon,) He brought forth the 
Shiloh in the time appointed. There were no conditions ex- 
pressed in the revelation of either of these purposes; and 
though adequate means were necessary for the accomplish- 
ment of the recited ends, no such conditionality was implied 
as to admit the possibility of a failure in either case. 

When I speak to you of these earthly things, you believe; 
but when the ieslimony relates to heavenly things, you doubt 
iand deny! 

The foregoing illustrations lead us to the precise ground oc- 
cupied in my last letter. The divine purpose of universal re- 
•onciliation was formed in full vleMr of all obstructione of every 
kind; and I deny that its fttlfilment is in any such sense condi- 
tional as to imply even the possibility of failure* 
E 
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Jeius said, ''And I, if I ^% lifted up from the MPth, win 
driur all men unto me,'^ John xii. 32« A oohdiiion is here- 
expressed, nunely, '*if I be lifted up**— -but you will not pre-^ 
lend that the fulfilment of Ihat condition was an uncertain 
event. The condition being fulfilled, the absolute purpose 
remains^ namely, '*I will draw all men unto rae.'* It is also 
written, '*No man can come to me, excepi the Fatl^er which 
liath sent me, draw him,*' John. vi. 44. 

The fulfilment of this divine purpose does not imply any 
violence offered to the will of man, no trespass on human 
agency, no negleet of means: **I will draw all men unto me.** 
If you seelw an example, you may find it in the case of Saul. 
*'I have appeared unto thee ybr this furposCt^* saith the Re- 
deemer, ^*lo make of thee a minister and a witness.*' He 
■who was exceedingly mad against the disciples of the risen 
Saviour, he who was even then on his way to the feast of 
slaughter, was brought into confurniity to Xhe.divine wilt, with- 
out any violation of his own. 

Say, if you please, that this was a miraculous in terpens itioi], 
for the accomplishment of a special purpose: nevertheless, il' 
proves that the Redeemer has power to sway the human will,, 
and that too, without trespassing on the moral freedom of 
man. And if he can consistently exercise such power for the 
accomplishment of a special purpose, why not for the fulfil- 
ment of a universal purpose? Let it be granted that th« 
power referred to is not ordinarily exercised — still it.is a fact 
that such power exists; and I judge that the purpose of uni- 
versal reconciliation is not so^likely to be defeated bv.the eir- 
cumscribed moral agency of man, as it is Tq be consummated 
by the unrestricted moral agency of God. 

*^f Hi$ ownwUl^V saith James i^, IB, ''begat He us with 
the word of truth, that we shoulfl be a kind o{ firat^fr^tils of 
His ereatures." The word of truth by which they were 89 , 
begotten, was the revelsftion *'of His wSlt ae eording to His . 
good pleasure, which Be h^h purposedin Hirfwlf, that iu^. 
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the dispensation of t|ie fulness of times He ntfght gather to. 
gather in one all things in Christ, hoth which are in heaven, 
and which are on e%rth, OTsn in him;" Eph. i. 9, 10. Had 
the Supreme Being grounded this eonsummation in fnant it 
would have been contingent, and might have failed; but He 
purpoted it in HiMsklf — and its fulfilm^ is guarantied by 
th^ wisdom and energy of Him "who worketh all things after 
the eounsel of His own will," Eph. L 11. 

It was ^'according to the purpose and grace of God," that 
Paul was made a minister and witness of this "word of truth." 
He saw but a partial development of the plans of Him who 
is wonderful in counsel and excelleet in working; yet he saw 
enough, and believed enough, to justify the exclamation, "O 
the depth of the richesr both of the wisdom and knowledge of 
God! How unsearchaUe are His judgments and His ways 
past finding out . . . For of Him, and through Him, and to 
Him, are all things; to whom be glory for ever, Amen." 
Rom. si. 33, 36. 

Fervently responding Amen^ I am respeetfuHy yours. 

ABEL C. THOMAS. 



MR. LEE TO MR. THOMAS. 



Dear Sir:— In your letter before me yon proceed to ex* 
amine my theory of conditions by misrepresenting it. You 
say, ''Your theory of conditions is substantraNy as follows: 
Sucli only as become the children of God, in this life, by faith 
in the atortementof Jesus Christ, can ever attain to 5nal holi- 
ness and happiness." 

. This is an entire misrftpreseattition of my argument. Though 
I believe whsvt you attribute to me, yet that belief made no 
part of my argument. My argument did not rest on any sup- 
posed limitation in point of time, during which sinners most 
comply with the conditions of salvation, but on the simple 
fact of conditionaHty without Bay Ing whether the conditions 
relate exclusively to this life, or whether they extend in^o the 
future world. So, the Scriptures which I quoted on the point 
were adduced to prove the simple fact that salvation is condi- 
tional, and not to prove that )he conditions are limited to this life. 
I trust I understand the rules of controversy too well to have ar- 
gued, under the circumstancee, as you say I did. The question 
whether the conditions of salvation are confined to this life, 
or whether they may be complied with in the future world, 
wQu)d be out of place, before the question be settled whether 
salvation be conditional or not. If you deny the condition- 
ality of salvation, it will be my place to prove that it is con** 
ditional, rather than prove that the cdiaditions can be complied 
with only in this world; but when y€0 shall admit the condi- 
tionaHty of salvation, and attempt to prove that sinners will 
comply with the conditions after deathf then it will be in place 
for me to show that this life farnislies the only opportunity of 
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complying with the conditions of salvation, and then I wiM 
make ttie attempt. 

The', above vioiV shows that hy representing my argoment 
as h^ing based upon the supposition that the comlitions are 
limited to this life, you misrepresent my argument, instead of 
meeting it. My argument relates to the fact of conditions and 
not to the time of complying with the conditions. As you ap- 
pear to have misunderstood my '^theory of conditions/' as 
stated in my last, I will here repeat the point. I said, /'Sal- 
vation is conditional, and that which is conditional may fail; 
4hoi^h the '^design, plan and purpose*' are su'fficiently com- 
prehensbD[« to save all, yet none will be saved only such as 
comply with the conditions. There arc bet two ways in 
which you can defend your argument against this objection to 
tl. First, you may deny that salvation is conditional. If you 
wijl do this plainly, we will join issue upon it, in which case 
I will sustain my position with argument.-— Secondly, you 
may admit the conditionarlity of salvation, and attempt to prove 
that ail men will comply with the conditions; in which case 
yotir argument will not be founde<l upon the fact that God 
proposes the salvation of all men, but upon the supposed fact 
ihat all men will comply with the conditions upon which he 
proposes their salvation. The conditiOnaliiy of salvation is 
the point on which this argument must turn." 

It will be 60en that not a wordis here said about complying 
with condition!) in this life, or in the nekt, in pontradistinciion 
from each other, and yet, instead of meeting the simple fact 
of conditionalityv, you giye a falso vie^w of my argument by 
490 stating it as to make it depend upon a point which was 
not even alluded to in it. I call^oo you again to meet the 
point; is salvation conditional or not? Give roe a yes, or no« 
lhat land our readers may know where tolook for you on this 
question* I can not tfuffer you to evade it;— -he who honestly 
seeks truth has nothing to conceal. Why should you give an 
evasive answer? Yov s'ay, **The divine purpose of tmiversal 
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rteoftciliaiion was formed in fall view of bH the obBtrnctsoff* 
of every kind; end I deny that its fulfilment Is in any such 
sense eonditional as to imply efven the possibility of a failure.** 
I do not know whether you mean to deny the eonditii^nality of 
salvation or not. You deny that it is eonditional '*in any niieh 
sense," &c., by which it would seem that you admit that it is 
conditional in some sense, but what that sense is you have net 
told me« If I proceed to prove that salvation is conditional, 
on the ground that you deny it, you can say, **I did not deny 
it absolutely, but only in a certain sense;" and if I proceed 
to prove that all men do not and never will comply with, the 
conditions of salvation, on the gronnd that you admit that sal- 
vation is eondit,iofial, you can reply, I have not yet admitted 
that salvatioii is conditional only in a very qualified sense.^' 
How convenient ir is to leave important points so indefinite 
as to be able to turn either waj! If you believe salvation to 
be conditional! say so; if you believe if not to be conditional, 
say so plainly; and if you believe it to be conditional, and 
yet not in the sense in which I believe it to be conditionaU 
say 60, and explain in what sense you believe it to be cokidiw 
tional, that we may understand each other. This perpetual 
evasion, this studied indefiniteness may help the cause of er* 
tor, but can never subserve the cause of truth and boniest in* 
vestigation. 

Of what you consider my theory of conditions you say, 
*^Your theory denies any absolute divine purpoae,, as respects 
the ultimate destination of mankind. And in view of this 
denial, there is not, there cannot be, any certainty that a sin^* 
gle soul of our race will be finally holy and happy. 

This is untrue in two resp^cta. 

1. It is not true that my theory denies any absplute divine 
purpose, ae respects the ultimate destination of mankind, for 
my theory is, that it is Ged*8 unehangei^le purpose to save all 
such as do not, and this purpose I look upon as coexistent 
with the plan of the wotld^s redemption 
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"S. It U not true 'that in view o( mv theorv ^Hlrcre is not, 
•tind cannot be, any certainty that a single soul of our race will 
%e ^finally holy and happy.*' There is a vast difference be- 
tween certainty and necessity; though I maintain that salva- 
tion is oonditionaU amd in this sense depends upon man's 
<noral agency^, yet I hold that God's all-surveying sight saw 
from the beginning who wonld comply with the conditions 
«nd who would not, and what God saw man would do in the 
free exercise of his moral agency, is just as certain with his 
perfect wisdom as though he had fixed it so by an irresistable 
fate, though it now comes to pass freely undeir his present ar- 
rangement, and not of necessity as it then would have done; 
there is therefore a certainty of the 'Salvation of some of the 
-souls of our race, and this ^certainty is not confined to the di- 
vine .mind, for he ban revealed it to us, that a great company 
which no man can number, from among all nations, tongues, 
kindreds and people, shall stand ^fore his throne, having 
their robes washed and made white in the blood of the lamb. 
You say again. 

**This being yoar theory of conditions, consistency 
requires you to admit that all infants dying in infancy, and 
M idiots dying in idiocy, and the myriads of heathen wlio 
have died, and yet may die, without hearing of the atonement, 
are shut out forever from the tender merotes of Almighty 
God!'* 

I am entirely incapable of seeing how such consequences 
follow from my theory, and unCortnnately your argument, you 
liave only asserted it, without attempting to prove. My ar- 
gument hae notlring to do with infaotp^idiots, and heathen, 
tut relates exclusively to adi^it^ to whom the Gospel ie 
preached, 9nd who, on hearing IL believe or reject it. In all 
<hat I haf^eaid oni the subject of conditions, I have had refer- 
ence to this class, and this only; nor have I made a eingle re- 
mark which ne^ssarily involves the cause of infants and 
•diote. If I havoi please tell what Hm remark is. When t 
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8ay that God offers salvation in the Gospel, condilianftlly. iii9 
implied that the remark includes only such as hear the Gospel^ 
but heathen, idiots and infants do not hear tl)e Gospel and 
therefore^ ihey ciinnoi be included in the remarL If fahh in 
Christ be required of such as hear, and are capable of under- 
standing the Gospel, in order to salvation, and this you will 
not — dare not deny — will you thereibre undertake t^ prove 
that infanUi,and idiots, who cannot exercise faith, so far as we 
can see, must be damned without it; and that heathen who 
never heard, of Christ, must be saved through faith in his 
name, or be damned for, not believing in him, of whomi they 
never heard? And yet you have got to prove these strange 
positions, before your charge against my theory of condition* 
ality will be valid; that it most damn< all infants,, idiots and 
heathen. I am not disposed to go into. an exposition of my 
views concerning infants, idiots and heathen,. for it is not essen- 
tial ta the argument.. I admit that all infants and idiots will 
be saved^ but this dpes not pi'ove tliat the Gospel offers sal- 
vation unconditionally to adults; and could you prove that all 
the heathen will be saved, it would not follow tiiat all aduh'sin* 
ners will be saved, who hear tlie Gospel and rej^ect it, of 
whom it is said, '*he that believeth not shall be damned/' 

It is true I did not, in staling my argment, say the salvation 
of adults- who hear the Gospel is conditional, for I si|pposed 
you understood the theology of the day too well to suppose 
(or one moxoent that I had the least reference Ip infant, idiots 
and heathen, but it appears I presumed too much upon youp 
intellig-ence ok upon your knowledge of the things you oppose^. 
I now say for your informatioi^, tjhat when I argue froml the 
conditionality of salvation, I h^ave ij^ference only to such adult 
persons as have opportunity to hear and as are capable of 
obeying the Gospel* and hence you must pjroye that nothing 
can berequii;ed of these vythi^h is not therefore necessarily re- 
quired of infapts, before yoti can infer that my theory ^pf con« 
ditioQS excludes all infj^nts from salvatiop. 



There Is oi^e point more in your letter worthy of oo^ee* 
It is the e^ort you make to,proVe tha« God*8 purpose of uni- 
versal reconciliation of which you sp^ak is unconditional, ov 
certain of being aooomplished.; But how do you attempt this! 
not indeed direotly by bringing arguments on the point itself, 
but by laboring to shovr that eertain other purposes of God 
were unconditional or certain. You re^r to the purpose of 
God to gj'Ve the land of Canaan to the seed of Abraham; to 
the prediction that the sceptre should not depart from Judah 
until Shiloh appeared; that it was Uie purpose of God that 
ChrislFshouldJconfK, &c.< &c. To all this I reply, 

1. It does not prove that those parts of these predictions^ 
which required the co-operation of human agency, w«re not 
GOodiiional, notwithstanding they were predicted and those* 
predictions i4ilfilled% Some things were foretold a» positively 
as any of these events, and yet never to6k place. Irwas^de- 
elared by the- prophet Jonah, that in forty days Ninevah 
should be 0¥epthrowiir yet Ninevah was not overthrown iO'- 
forty days*, ^ain, God: has most clearly promisedthe Israel, 
i-tee, whom he brought out of Egypt, that he would b»fig them^ 
into the land of Canaan;, yet, when* they provoked him in the 
wilderness, he swore in his wrath titat they should not enter 
»n'to his rest,, and they perished in the wilderness. But what 
does all this prove, thai God was mi&taken? No; it only 
proves to my mindV that thougli no eonditiun was expressed 
in these cases, yet a coiidition was implied or understood, and' 
that Nineveh repented and was spared contrary to the predic- 
tion or threa'tening oF God; and that the Israelites sinned and« 
perished, eontrary to the prediction or promise of God. This< 
principle of the divine administration is explained in Jer« viiL 
7-0, which please consul tw 

2. Were it admitted that all the cases^to which you referr 
furnish so many cases of a divine and' unconditional purpose, 
yea, an absolute and irresistible decree,. it» would not prove- 
that God has formed an unconditional purpose to save all 



nen. Thtl God may havs ttBconditioDftlly proposed jome 
ihingc, 9Dd ab«oliitely decreed etbers, I have no objection to 
admit; but «hat he has abaoktely and uncoDditionally decreed 
the salvatioB^ all men, I deny; yea, among the things which 
he has niialterafbly decreed, in ny view, is thai the righteous 
shall be saved and the wicked damned. 

With these remarHs I will close, after expressing a hope ihat 
In your next you will bring forward some new arguments foi 
ihe entertainment of our readers. 
Yours /or the tru^, 

LUTHER LEE. 



MR. THOMAS TO MR. LEE, 



Bear Sfii:-*Iii yo«r review of my remarks on your theory 
(of conditions, you intimate that I am iffnorltnt of the pievaiU 
ing theology, in relation to the heathen; yet you, admit that I 
have correetly stated yoar theory of conditions, namely, that 
"^such only as beemne the children of God, in this life, by 
Caith in the atonement of Jesus Christ, can ever attain io final 
holiness and happiness." You say, **I believe what you at* 
4ribyte te me." Such %eing your theory yoy must admit the 
Appalling; tesult, that all the heathen are swept from the page 
4}f redemption, as with the bosom of destruetionl 

You do not, in any form, deny this result; and unless yoii 
do deny it, I shall assume that you adopt it. Vainly you seek 
to evade it, Awhting that you have said nothing about the fol- 
^Iment of conditions in this lite. This is merely a deolnra- 
4ion, in effect, that the legitimate results of your theory con- 
stitute no part'Of your argument! Equally vain is your effort 
to cover up the cited difficulty, by declariag that you did not 
design your reasoning fo apply to the heathen, but only to 
such as hear of the Redeemer. Doubtless you did not expect 
your reasoning to assume such '*a questionable 8h8pe"-^bu| 
4he theory, as acknowledged by you, is all comprehensive in 
its terms; and I have a right to insist that you shall either 
abandon the premises, or adopt all just inferences there&ora. 
ToQ admU that you helieve what I attribute to you, namely, 
in my etatement of your theory ol conditions; and will you, 
dare you deny the legitimacy of the deduetion, that not a soul 
of the heathen millions will ever attain to final holiness and 
happiness? 
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PaBsing from the gloomy prospects of the heathen, I find 
that you admit the salvation of all infants and idiots, uncondi- 
tionally. They incur no hazard whatever. The purpose of 
God, iu'relation to them at least, will certainly be accomplish* 
ed. According to your theory, it is a wofol evil to posses 
reason, or to reach the maturity of life! Idiots and infants 
are perfectly safe; while those who possess reason and live to 
nRaturity, incur infinite perils, without countervailing advan- 
taged The former wtH certainly be saved: the latter must run 
the gauntlet of endless life or death I In this view of the divine 
economy, can either reason .or maturity of life be considered 
a blessing? 

I know not why you should object to my statement, nor to 
the inference from it, that **your theory denies noy absolute 
purpose of God as respects the ultimate destination of tnan- 
liiud" — for you flatly deny that God has unconditionally 
and absolutely purposed the final holiness and happiness o>f 
any of our race, excepting infants and idiots. AAi that you 
say about His unchanigable purpose, and His absolute and un^ 
conditional decree to do certain thiogs en certain conditions, 
does not meet my state ment--«for you deny the certainty that 
any one will comply wi^h the conditions. All may possibly 
be savedf and it is possible that not even one soul will b* 
saved. 

In seeking to avoid this didScuUy, you involve yourself in 
one that is worse. You say that the ultimate destiny of every 
man is just as certrin as though it was fixed by irreBistibk fatt. 
Your distinctioa between necessity and certainty, is adiistinc 
tion without a difference, so far as eithei the final resi^It or the 
impeachiDentof tlve divine character is concerned'. In your 
view, God insHtuied such a system of things as Jit perfectly 
Jlrnei^v would iMiie in the endless woe of millions of our racef 
You will not say that He acted from nrce«»iVy, but voitinlarf> 
ly* and since tht h:%own result of a deliberaie and veflunlaty 



net detdrmines %he iiatare o( the motive, bow can you abiotve 
Him from 4he eharge of having purposed that result? 

Moreover: Aecordtng to your theory, the gospel proposes 
eondittona of salvation » with which, aa God knew with per- 
fect certaintfft tast muUitudea of mankind would never codh 

ply! 

After stating that '*God*8 all-surveying sight saw from the 
beginning who would comply with the terms, and Who would 
not," you add, ''there is therefore a certainly of the salvation 
of some of the souls of our race.^' But there is no connec- 
ion between your premises and your conclusion. For aughi 
you ean know to the contrary. He «aw from lihe beginning that 
not a single soul could comply with the terms. Uncertain 
certainty and unerring-chance- work are among the paradoxes 
of your tlreory. V . 

You however quote from Revelations vii. nameljr, that a 
great company whom no man can number, were seen standing 
before the throne. But infants and idiots alone would consti- 
tute an innumerable company; and they (as you admit; though 
you furnish no proof,) will be saved, uneonditionally and ab<- 
solutely. Your quotation comes abort of the certainty you 
wibh io establish. Had you quoted Rev. v. 13, you would 
have furnished testimony to the point: "And every creature 
which is in heaven, and on the earth, and under the earth, and 
such as are in the sea, and all that are in them heard I saying. 
Blessing, and honor, and glory and power, be unto Him that 
sitfeih ufon the throne, and unto the Lamb for over and ever." 
Dr. Geo. Campbell declares that (he terms here employed 
"include the whole rational creation V Diss, vi.; and Prof. 
Stewart after making a like acknowedgment, subjoins, **If thia 
be not spiritual worship, I am unable to produce a case where 
worship can be caNeiS spiritual and divine." Letters to Chan- 
ning. The whole rational creation ahall ultimately unite in 
that thrillitig eulogium; and whether this sublime result be or 
be not effected by an absolute purpose of the Lord, it is plaia 
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tint ibe dtvina purposo for wbiah I evatend k 09t tfonfitiotal 
in any auoh aeofQ at to impiy the poaaibilily: of a failune. 

I uMd the latter expresaion ia my preee<Unf letter, and 
twice repeated it, in eenneetion with two BiUe iUttstratioBa, 
not donbtiog that you would clearly understand my BManing • 
But yon charge me with striving to evade **tbe point on which 
(at you say) the argument must turn." It henoe ^'appears 
UiM I preeumed too much on your intelligence, or on your 
knowledge of the tbingti you oppose. I now say, for your 
information," that the final holiness. and happiness of all man- 
kind implies that they will all be brought to a knowledge oC 
God and of his Son, Jesus Christ, and heartily join in ther 
spiritual worship of the heavenly world; that this implication 
does net exclude those who die in infancy or idioey^ but ap- 
plies universally; that the final divine purpose for which I 
contend is not conditional, but absolufe; and that it will be 
eoasuramated in the immortal resurrection state, not by man, as 
the agent of his own aalvaUon, Jbut by the agency of God and 
the Lamb, and the means of their appointment* 

In your review of my illustrations of aa> absolute purpose 
of God, yoi^ refer to the Ninevites, who repented because of 
the preaching of Jonah, and were not destroyed, and to the 
Israelites, who]rebe]led and'perished in the wildernasa.* Both' 
these easee are of the conditional class mentioned in Jer. xviif.^ 
to wMch you allude; but they are not of the class noted in^ 
Isa. xiv. 24*27, xlvi. 10, U, as you may see by comparieon. 
Nor are they of the same class as either of the et^amplee of 
absolute purpose commented on in my last letter* 

God di4 not promise to* Abraham that this or that particular 
genefation of his descendents should possess the land of Ca- 
naan, but simply. that his posterity should possess it, after 
four hundred years of bondago in a stmage land. Most of 
those who came out of Egypt perished in the wilderness be- 
oanee of their rebellion. Even MosjSi eod Aaron sinned 
against God psA .weia not penaitted to opief tbe promifsd 
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laadi Nttmb^n xjc. 24, Deut, SExxii. 49, 50. But wha^ hai 
this tcfc dp,, either wiil^, thew fin^l desliiiy, or with tile fiilfil- 
nient of the aKsolnte promuie of God to Abraham? 

Moreevery. though tt^ai pur;po68. wa0 nbeoliitev it: was not the 
final purpose of God. It was but.a part of the plan to bring 
forth Shiloh of Judab in tho time appointed. It was the ab-^ 
solute purpose of the Almighty that the Messiah should ap^ 
pear;-^and a brief space after he appeared » he wai '*de1i?erecl^ 
by the determinate counsel and Ibreknowledge of God" into* 
the ha^nds of wicked men{« and. these were .shortly gathered 
together, to do wbaiepever the LordV counsel determined be* 
fore to be done. Acts ii. 23, iv. 28. You will noi pretend 
that these events were in any such sense eoodlti0nal,.a8 to im* 
ply the possibility of failure— -for the Messiah waa the Lamb» 
slain from the foundation of the world* You will not pretend 
that the a^nement was merely an aceident^ a thin|r which 
happened to occur, and which might not have happened— bn^ 
you will base it in an absolute, unconditional, divine purpose,, 
which could not fail of accomplishment. ' 

But even the determinate^cpunsel referred to^ was not the fi- 
nal purpose of God. There was another pcomise made to 
Abraham, namely, ''In thee and in thy seed shall all the na* 
tions, kindreds, and families of the earth be blessed." Gen. 
xxii. IS, xxviii. 14, Acts »i. 25. That seed was Christ, and 
that promise the Gospel. Gal. iii. 8, 16. The hope set be- 
fore us Uith0 hope of the Gospel preached to Abraham; and 
that bppe (compared to an anchor, both sure and steadfest) en- 
tereth into thai psifhtn Iht veOp whither the forerunner is for 
ua entered. Heb. vi» IS, 19« The promise (which is de- 
nominated the Gospel) therefore looks forward to the future 
lifejis the sqene 0f. its consummation. ^ glortoua im^moitak 
ity is a ehief doctnine, y«a, it is the crowning exeellency of the 
•*glorio«s. Gospel of the blessed God^" Life and knmoviality* 
weorel^r^ttglU to. light 4bfongh tho^GospeU 2 Tim. i. 10, name- 
ly, by the resurrection of Christ from the dead;, and the pro^ 
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£ntse of universafl bleMednem In him will b0 TalftHed in tfm 
mmortftl refxurreetion state. I ray ttniversal^-^for every indi- 
vidual in dur race belongs to some nation, family, or kindred; 
and 4he promise is, that all the naUons, families and kindreds 
of the earth 8hai| be blessed in Christ. 

We have- seen that the first named promise to Abraham was 
unconditional and -absolute: what valid reason can there bo 
for denying a like uneondiiienafl and absolute character to the 
second? The former was a means; the latter is the final pur- 
pose of the Lord. Abraham >*8ta§gered not at the promise of 
God through unbelief, hut was stroirg in the faith, l^iving glo- 
ry to Qod, being fully persuaded that, what he had promised 
he was able to perform." Rom. iv. 20, 21. The faith of 
the "Father of the faithful" covered the ground of both pro-, 
misses, whereas, 'with ue, thA fulfilment of one of them i^ a 
matter of histoiy. Shall we become drunken with the spirit 
•f unbelief, and stagger at the remaining promise of God? 

You may say, however, that if we admit the absolute char- 
acter of the promise referred to, faith, will be null and void. 
I answer, by no means. That promise, being the gospel, is 
the thing to be believed, and no man can justly be required to 
believe any thing but the truth. All the exhortations to be- 
lieve the gospel, and^all the joys of faith in, and all miseries 
o>f disbelief or misbelief 'cf, that gospel, presuppose the un- 
conditional and absolute truth of the promise made to Abra* 
ham. There i» a special salvation enjoyed by faith and hope. 
He who believes in the resurrection from the dead, is delivered 
from the bondage engendered by the fear of death, and enters 
itito rest. He is saved by anticipation; and fleeting to the 
gospel hope, he enjoys a strong consolation. Bui neither in- 
fants, nor idiots, nor the heathen who have not heard of a 
Redeemer, nor those, wlio, having heard, believe not in the 
truth of his gospel, have any part in the special salvation by 
faith and hope. Nevertheless, they are all embraced in the 
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realUy, namely, (he consummation of the gospel \n ihe im- 
mprtal resurrection state. 

In the Scriptures believers are set forth as being the fyut 
fruits of universal humanity, and as^ possessing the first fruits 
of the spirit. James i. 18, Rom. viii. 23; The^ are distin- 
guished as first fruits merely, although they constituted a part 
of the harvest — the difference being that the whole harvest 
was not yet gathered in. 8o in 1 John ii. 2: MHe is the pro- 
pitiation for our sins, and not for ours only, but also for the 
sins of the whole world," even the "whole world" lying in 

wickedness. 1 John v. 19.^ Again: **It pleased the Father 

by him to ^-econcile all things to himself" — yet of the "all 
things" here noted, some had already been reconciled by faith. 
Col. i. 19-21. . So also in Romans viii. tjie believers who 
were adopted by faith in Jesus .Christ are distinguished from 
the whole creation, although they constituted ^ part thereof. 

But those who received the spirit of adoption by faith, did 
not restrict immortal blessedness to such as were the first 
fruits unto God and the Lamb. On the contrary, they re- 
joiced in the prospect^of the universal harvest, and looked in 
faith and hope for the redemption and consequent adoption of 
ihe whole rational creation. 

In Romans, viii. Paul says, "For I reckon that the suifer- 
iDgs of this present time are not worthy to be compared with 
the glory which shall be revealed in us (the believers.) For 
the earnest expectation of the creature (more properly th* 
creation) waiteth for the manifestation of the sons of God. 
Fot the creature was made subject to vanity, not willingly, 
but by reason of him who hath subjected the same m hope, 
because the creature itielf also shall be delivered from the 
bondage of corruption in the glorious liberty of the chil- 
dren OF God. For we know that the whole creation gman- 
•th and travaileth in pain together until now. And n^ only 
Mfy, but ourselves also which have the first fruits pf xbm 

F 
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spirit, even we ourselves groan within ourselves, .waiting fpc 
the adoption, ta'wit, the redemption of our body.'* 

You will observe the emphatic also. Not believers onlyr 
but the creation itself also shall be delivered. Not the eciea^ 
tion only« but also those who had, bei^a adopted by faitb^ 
groaned and waited for. a more glorious adoption than any 
which can possibly be attained in the present life.. The de- 
liverance declared is the r^emplion of our body, tlie whole 
groaning creation, and the consequent universal adoption inta 

the spiritual fimily on high. 1'he liberty of which the apos- 
tle testifies is not merely an exemption from the evils of this 
imperfect stale, but^it is «*the glprious liberty of the children, 
of God;" and all conderanationin unbelief, and all judgements 
for sin, must relate to periods preceding that glorious final 
result. 

Desiring you' to give atlentton to the foregoing arguments, 
presented in previousjetters, lam yours, &c. 

ABEL C. THOMAS. 



I 
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MR. LEE TO MR. THOMAS. 



Dear Sir: — 1 will pay some allenlion to what you call your 
Scriptural argument'. In doing this, I §hall first notice what 
you have said in reply to my last, and then examine your 
proofs, and conclude with additional evidence, if space per- 
mit. You say, 

•'In your review of my remarks oh your, theory of condi- 
tions, you intimate that I am ignorant of the prevailing the- 
ology in relation to the heathen; yet you admit that I hav« 
correctly stated your theory 6f conditions, namely, that**^t/cA 
ONLY as become the children cf God is this lipe, by faith 
in the atonement of Jesus Christy can ever attain to final ho- 
liness and happiness." You say, **1 believe what you 
attribute to mCk Such beipg your theory, you must admit 
th^ appalling result, that all the heathen are swept from the 
page of redemp#en, as with the bosom of destruction." 

My dear sir, had you read the whole of my argument, you 
would have seen that my belief ^of what you attributed to me, 
as acknowledged, was Mmited to adults who hear the gospel 
^nd believe or rejeti it; you would have seen that' I said in 
the same. connection, *'My argtVment hnrs nothing to do with 
infants, idiots and heathen, but relates exclusively to adults to 
whom the gospel is preached." You must have known from 
this, that when I said I believed what you attributed to me, I 
could not have meant to include the neces&ity of a change by 
faith in the atonement, only of adults who h'ear the gospel. 
You knew you attributed to me what I denied, and you make 
your defence rest upon the supposition that I believe the very 
thing that I denied believing. Scirely i man must be very 
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much in want of a place to stand upon, to plant hi^ feet npom 
auch a foundation. But the truth is, when I said I b^ieyed 
what you sifttributed to ipe, I was treating of the time of be- 
eoming thechildfen of God and not of the manner, as by 
faith or without faith. You said my theory was that **aueh 
only as became the ehildren of God in this life," &c. I de- 
nied hating advanced any such opinion or argument, limiting 
the time of becoming the children of, God to this life. I ad- 
mitted that I believed it, that isr, t believed that none could be 
saved in the future^ world, who did not become the children of 
God in thi«k All this I do believe: I believe that infants and 
idiots and heathen must be renewed by the Holy Ghost in this 
world, to be saved in the next. Now, that this admission 
was an admission of the necessity of such a change, and not 
an admission of the necessity of its being by faith., so far as 
infants are concerned, you must havelinown from the fact that 
I absolutely denied that faith was required of infants, idiots 
and heathen, who never had an opportunity of heating the 
gospel. 

But you say, *'I have a right to insist that you shall either 
abandon the premises or ado^t^aU just conclusions therefrom,** 
that is, adopt the conclusion that all infants, idiots and hea-' 
then will be lost. No s;r, I shall adopt no such conclusion, 
and the premises I cannot abandon, for I never ecdupjed them 
By the premises I understand you to mean that infants, idiotr 
and heathen must become the children of God by faith, in 
this world, to be saved in the next. Now though I think I 
cannot abandon these premises in fact, having never occupied 
theoii intentionally at least, yet as you require me to abandon 
and abjure them, declaring that I never did believe the, posi- 
tion, and that if I have at any time, and .especially in thie dis- 
cussion, said any thing which is even liable to be eo construed 
as to imply fiuch a belief I regrol having said so* and do 
hereby retract it; — and further, all those who nay haye to 
underat^od me, if |ny have, I hereby assure them that they 
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Iiav0 nnderalood me contrary to my intention, snd thai aTl who 
cady: have represented ine as so believing, are assured that 
they have misrepresented me, and are' requjetsted to i;orrect 
themselves according to the above explanationi You see then 
that my **theory of eonditiona'^ Is just what you stated it to 
be as I acknowledged, only it does not extend to infants, idiot« 
and heathen, bo far as the condilions are concerned, as I dis- 
tinetly stated in my last; for them 1 have another theory. 

After inferring the damp?tioi» of all the heathi^n from my 
theory, ygu say, .'* You do not/ in any form« deny the result; 
and unless you do deny it^ I shall assume that you adopt it/* 
In reply to thie strange position 1 remark, 

' 1. It settles, ea fat as you are concerned, a rule of contro- 
versy, and gives m€ the right to assume that you adopt every 
principle whieh you do n^tdeny, ibr if you have the right of 
such an assumption, I must havelh^ same right. I have no 
objection to this, as Ihave nothing to conceal, and shall find it 
very convenient^ to bring yon up, whenever you attempt to 
evade or occupy a non-committal position. 

2. I do deny ihe necessary damoation of the heathen. That 
a great portion of the heathen will be lost^I have no doubt, 
that some of them will be saved is in my view probable. If 
a heathen love God, and do his will, so far as he has the 
iseans of knowing what that will is, he will be saved, but if 
BOt he will be danined. Rom. i. 20: — **F6r the invisible 
things of him from the creation of tbe world are clearly seen, 
being understdod by the things that are ipade, even his eternal 
power and Godhead; so that they are without excuse." Rom. 
ii. 12, 14, 15, '^Forasfnany as have sinned without law, ehall 
perish without law; an^as many as have sinned in the law 
shall be judged b^ the law. For when the Gentiles which 
have not the law, do by nature the things contained* in tha 
law, these having not the law are a law unto themsdvea, 
which show the work of the law written in their hearts, tteir 
conscieftce altb bearing witness, and their tb<{ughts the meatt- 
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Mrhile aecusing, or else ^accusing one anoU^e'r.** The cpnelii- 
sion, in my view is, that the heathen have light enough to 
damn them, if abused, and, of course light enough to save 
them, if improved. « 

In speaking of infants being saved unconditionally yon say, 
*'They incur no hazard whatever/' And what of that! Is 
such a belief false in. theory or. dishonorable to God? But 
while they incinr no hazard, it is also true that they can reap 
none of the, ad vantages of a well spent life. 

But you say a^in, "According to your theory, it is a wo-- 
ful evil to possess reason, or reach the maturity of life. Not 
quite so fast. My theory teaches no such thing. It teachea 
that *»to possess reason apd to reach the maturity of life," may 
be the means of 'acquiring an endless degree Of happinesir to 
which infants and idiots will never attain, though'tfaved. It is 
not a woful evil to possess reason and reach the maturity of 
life, but it is a woful evil to abuse reason and raiaimprove the 
maturity of life. When you learn to discriminate, between 
the possession of an advantage and the neglect andabuso of 
an advantage, you will see the fallacy of your reasoning. 

To call the condition of rational being held responsible to 
obey the divine law, and accountable for disobedience, being 
compelled **to run the gauntlet of endless life or death," ts 
you do, is beneath the dignity of- the subject. *»Nay, but O^ 
man! who art thou that pepliest against God? Shall the Uiipg 
formed say unto him that formed it, why hast thou formed me 
thus?" Rom. ix. aO. - 

You ask, **In this view of the divine economy, can either 
reason or maturity of life be conaidered a blessing? I answer, 
yes. Rom. viii. 28: **And we knowlhat all things work to- 
gether for good to them that love God, (not for them that hate 
liim,) to them that are the called according to his purpose." 
If there is evil it is the result of the mis-improv^ent and 
abnee of reason and life* Those sinners who reject the gos- 
pel in this life, you roust admit ai*e responsible above those 
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'"^ho ^re ndt favoted with the gospel, and mu9rt»t)f coarse, suf- 
fer more punishment somewhere at «ome time. **In this 
•viewdf the divine economy can" an offer of the gospelr'*be 
considered a blessing?" 

You say, *«I know not why you should object to my staxe-^ 
*ment, nor to the inference drawn from it, that your theory de- 
nies any absolute purpose of ^i^od," <fcc. My reason i«s, sir 
this: your statement -and your inference are both false, aiu 
fhis is reason- enough. You still insist ihat according to my 
theory of conditions, **it is possible that not even one soul will 
be saved." i faUy met this aupposed difficulty in my last, 
and you have not met tny reason, but, -as you are wont to do, 
repeated your statement, 

1. Your statement is not now true, for many are already 
eaved of which we have the most conclusive evidence. 

2. If it be ^'possible that one soul will not be Saved" for 
time to come, yet it is certain that many wilf be saved, for 
God, who knows the end from the beginning, has so informed 
us in his blessed word. This proves that there is a difference 
between certainty and necessity, a point which you deny, not 
much to the credit of your power of discrimination. . ' 

But you bring the wonderful objection against me that my 
theory teaeheB that'*6od instituted such a system as He per- 
fectly"knew, would issue in the endless wo of millions of our 
race." And what of all thijs? Tfran'kly admit il. I have no 
notion of a blind or ignorant God; I believe God knew per- 
fectly well before he made man just who would be saved and 
who would be lost. But He knew at the same time, at least 
two other things. 

•1. He knew that all might be saved, and that those who 
should be lost would'alone be responsible for their own mise- 
ry; that they would bring it upon themselves by their own 
'Wrongdoings. 

2. He knew at the same time that a greater anoount of good 
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than evili of happiness than miserv) would bo the retolt of 
the system. 

You saf , **FoT aught you can know to the eontrary, Ho 
saw from the beginning that 90t a single soul, would comply 
with the terms.'* I retort it. On the same principle for 
aught you can know to the contrary, .He did not see that alt 
would be saved, or He did see that some would be lost. If 
God capnot have revealed it in th^ Bible that some will be 
saved and some lost, then he. cannot have revealed it that all 
will be saved and which of these points he has revealed is the 
real point under discussion. Your statement is as clear a de* 
Bial that God could foreknow from the beginning what eventa 
would take place: as could be framed out' of words. On what 
then does your hope of universal salvation rest? If God 
knew he may have revealed it iu the Bible, and I may know* 

You quote the promise of God to Abraham, that in his seed 

all the families of the earth should be blessed. On this I re- 
mark, 

1. It is perfectly easy^[to conceive that all nations, all the 
families of the earth, and all the kiqdreds of the earth, can be 
blessed with the gospel of Christ without, supposing every 
individual of all nations will be saved. We as a nation are 
blessed with the gospel, are blessed in the seed of Abraham, 
but every individual is not saved though the promise to Abra- 
ham is now fulfilled in relation to this nation* 

2. Whatever the promise to Abraham may comprehend, it is 
certain that as individuals we bepome personally interested in 

' the blessing, only on condition o| faith. It is said of Abra- 
ham, Rom. iv. 11, **And he received the sign of circumcis- 
ion, a seal of the righteousness of ^he faith which he had yet 
being uncircumcised, that he might be the father of all them 
that believe." Gal. iii. 9, 26, 29. •* So then they which be 
of faith are blessed with faithful Abraham. For ye are all 
the chiidren of God by faith in Christ Jesus, and if ye be 
Christ's then are ye Abraham's seed, and heirs according to 
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the promite.^^ This shows that none can enjoy the blessing 
promised to Abraham, only on condition of faith; it is there- 
fore for you to prove, not that the promise is to all, bat that all 
will comply wkh the condition of the promise by believing in 
Jesus Christ. 

I have suffered mysielf to^be so led by your assertions and 
queries, which have nothing; to do with th^ main qnestton, that 
I have not room lefttojnotice your other Scripture quotations, 
but-I ktft met the one above on which you rely most* and 
will sho.w in my next that the others have nothing to do with 
<he subject, if you request it. Yours truly. 

LUTHER LEE. 



MR. THOMAS TO MR. LEE. 



B£AR SiR:^-f n replying tQ my reriew of your theory of 
conditions, you dedare thaft I did not rightly apprehend your 
meaning. The simple fact (hit one^third of your letter is de^ 
voted to a diiclaimer and acompaiiying e:tplanat1on8« furnishes 
at least a presumption that the misapprehension is not wholly 
chargeable to iny 9u;count. You evidently write as one who 
is conscious that he had not been su^ciently explicit in the 
«x,pression pf his opinions. 

But your theory, as now modified or explained, is scarcely 
less objectionable than it was in the mis-apprehended form^^ 
for after your labored attempt lo show that the ca«6 of the 
heathen is not quite hopeless, you do net doubt that a great 
portion of them will be lost, and you consider it bareljr proba- 
ble that some of them will be saved! And this, too, after as- 
suming **anoiher theory" (or haply **another gospel") in their 
behalf — yea, after calling to your aid the renewing power of 
the Holy Ghost, exercised without regard to the faith or 
moral agency of roan, you succeed in attaining the mere pro- 
bability that all of the heathen will not go down to the realms 
of endlese death! Is this the sure and steadfast hope of the 
gospel of the Son of God? or is this a part of the prospect 
which enables tlie believer to rejoice with unspeakable joy? 

If you will curiously scrutit^ize your theory, and compare 
it with certain of your arguments presented in this discuss- 
ion, you will discover thaft you must either abandon ever the 
%ar6 probability referred to, or adopt the doctrine ofUniver- 
salism. 

First of all, I desire you to remember that all the soriptural 
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citatjonn which you have urgredas objections to ihy reasoning*, 
rjefer to becoming the children of God by faitti in Jesus 
Christ, and to being begotten, and born again, and constituted 
heirs, by the agency of that faith. , AH the blessings then* 
tioneid or implied in those citations, (>elong exclueively to such 
as i>elieve in the Lord Jesits Christ. Consequently, in those 
blessings infants^ idiots and heathen can have neither part nor 
lot. In applying the cited passages to- the immoirtal state, 
you debar yourself the use of them in any attempt to prove 
the final holiness and happiness of a single individual of those 
three classes of mankind. 

Wi^'ither will^you turn for the basis of the assumed proba- 
^ bilit;^ : You say that ''itifants, idiots and heathen, must be 
renewed by the Holy Ghost) in this world, to be saved in the 
next." But this is merely your opinion* AntI besides: you 
have not ftirnished a particle of scriptural proof that any soul 
of them will be thus renewed! 

Your citations from Rom. i. and ii. are not to the point. 
They say nothing about being rehewed by the Holy Gho^t, 
nor of final holiness and happiness. Your remark, *'If a 
heathen love God,'^ id hypothetical at best; and the probability 
which you seem to regard with bO much self-congratulatios^ 
is at last resolved into a bare possibillity that they may not all 
be damned! 

Moreover! yoii declare your belief **that none can be saved 
in the future world who .do not become the children of God in. 
this.'' Here, also, we have your mere opinion. No yr be it 
noted that the scriptures treat of three senses in which man* 
kind are regarded as the children of God: l^t. By creation in 
His image. 2d. By faiih in the Lord Jesus Christ. 3d. By 
the resurrection from the dead-r-for in the immortal state *Hhey 
are the children of God, being the children of the resurrec- 
tion," L«ke xx. 36. Yoi| deoy that the firsts named setise 
gives any assurance of final holiness and happiniess. You re-^ 
ject the second as inapplicable to infants, idiots and beatben* 
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And if you adopt the third as the basis of hope in their bf* 
half,* you will at tb# same time prove UniTersalism— ^for all 
the testimonies concerning the immortal resurrection state are 
couched in universal ternis. 

In noticing my inferences from your theory, so far as it ap- 
plies to death in infinoy or idiocy, you intimate that I replied 
against God. No, sir, I have not replied against God, but 
merely against your oreed. And in what way do you meet 
my reply? Chiefly by wishing me to distinguish •between 
the possession and the abuse of a blessing. ' This, however, 
is only begging the question. Is either reason or maturity of 
life a blessing, if it involves infinite perils? Which would be 
preferable, seventy years of idiocy with the certainty of end- 
less bliss? or, seventy years of reason with the hazard of end- 
less woe? It is admitted, of course, that neither infants nor 
idiots *'can reap the advantagesof a well-spent life*'-but of what 
moment are those advantages, in contrast with, or even as'a part 
of, an eternity of happiness? Would it be wise either to sell 
or jeopardize an immortal birth-right for a mess of pottage. 

You ask me whether the offer of the gospel is a blessing to 
those who reject it! You might aa well inquire whether th« 
offer of a good medidne is a blessing to a patient by whom 
it is rejected. 

In your notice of the question of certainty, you wrongly 
charge me with denying God's infinite knowledge, and'all 
your inferences from that supposed denial are therefora null 
and void. You say, **I have no notion of a blind or ignorant 
God," and I agree with you. But why did you not consider 
my position, that the known result of a deliberate and volun- 
tary action determines the nature of thd ihotive? It is your 
concession of the infinity bf divine knowledge which gives 
force to this plain principle in morals, as applied to the subject 
ia hand. If God perfectly knew there would be final evil in 
Uie tfystem of things which He voluntarily Instituted, He pur- 
posed thaifinal evil. 



But yoa say that God saw there would more good than etil 
result from His plan — that ist He kne# that forwer would be 
doomed to endless woe than would attain to final holinesjs and 
happinsBs! On this principlo, God would hare created had 
He known positively that only on6 more would be finally 
saved than lost! You intimate that He was under tho neceii-. 
eity of creating with, the perfefct certainty that somewhat less 
than half of his ofisprFng would be damned, or of notcreatitig 
at all! Would you have entered into, the marriage relation 
with a corresponding certainty? 

Passing to your roviev^ of my argment on the promised 
universlil blessedness in Christ, I find that you have evaded 
both my positions. 1. I endeavored to prove that the pro- 
mise looks forward iq the immortal resurrection state, as tbe 
scene of its consummation— but in the first number of your 
review you assume that it refers solely to the present life. 2-. 
I endeavored to prove that both promises to Abraham were un-^ 
conditional and absolute: that the second prbmise is the Gos- 
pel, theihing to be believed; and that no man can justly be 
required to believe anything but the truth. Thie terms of the 
promise $re positive: . **6hall be blessed." No condition is 
expreesed, and I deny that any is implied^ excepting such a« 
God and Christ are pledged to fulfil. Yet you restrict the pre 
mls'e to snch as believe — ar»d thus you not only shut out in 
fants, idiots and heathen from the blessedness promised it 
the gospel, but you also seem to imply that the promise is nt| 
true until wo* believe it! 

In the New Testament, the promised blessing is noted, no 
as an effect, but as the cause or ins^rumen/ of regeneration. '*0' 
his own will begat He us toith word of truth, that we shoult 
be a kind of first fruits of His creatures," James i. 18. Wha 
that word of truth was, and is, miy be learned from Epb. i 
13: **In whom ye also trns^d, after that ye heari^ the wor 
of truth, the goepelof your salvation." Observe the expret 
eion, «^|A< gospel of your tahation.^* This was the word <^ 
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troth before they heard of it; and it wan by hearing and be- 
lieving that which was true independently of their faith, that 
they were brought to a glial trust in God. 

Not merely the trust, but also the labors of the prinnitive 
diseiples, and the reproaches they suflferred, are spoken of in 
immediate connection with the doctrine for which I contend. 
**For therefore we4>oth labor and sufier reproach, because we 
tnist in the living God, who is the Saviour of all men, spe- 
cially of those who believe." 1. Tim. iv, 10. There is ati 
unequivocal declaration that Ged is the Saviour of all men; 
and that the declaration is neither nulified nor modified by 
the special salvation of those ,who believe, may be learned by 
noticing the use of the adverb especially i» other passages. 

Gal. vi. 10: **Do good unto aIl mei^, especially unto them, 
who are of the household of faith." Did the apostle meam 
that the disciples were to do good to such otily as were.of. the 
company of believers? Did he design to absolve them from 
the duty of universal love^ by mentioning specially the houses 
hold of f^ilh? 

2. Tim.iv. 13: ''The cloak that I left at Troas wiib Car- 
pus, vt'hen thau comest, bring with thee, and the books, but 
e$pscially the parchments." Did Paul mean that Timothy 
should brin^ only the parchments? 

The apostle does not say that God is the Saviomr of iueh 
only as believe. He is the Saviour of all: and they who be- 
lieve this truth, enjoy the presence of the spirit of truth, the 
Holy Ghost, the Comforter, John xiv« 26, ±v, %^. The 
unbeliever does not and cannot, receive this special salvation, 
for it is wrought oi>ly by faith and hope. Neither can it be 
received by infants or idiol»-^nor by anry sane adult who 
hears not of him who ie *nhe Way, the Truth, and the Life/' 
Nevertheless, all these ar^ provided for in the economy of 
heaven. The first member of the apostle's testinony, the 
unqualified declaration that God is the SaWour of all men 
ooveri the vfhole ground of humanity^ without distinction; the 



Utter clause, the special salvation applies only tOrbetijeverf i» 
the gospel of Jesus Chjrist. 

In the spirit of the foregoing tesUmony,. those who weri^ 
specially saved by faith, nLaintaiaed that **God .our Saviour 
will have all men to be saved and to eome to the kivowledge 
of the truth. For there is one God, and one niediatoB between 
God and men, the man Christ Jesus, nvho gave himself a ran- 
som for ALL, to b^ teitified in due time,** 1. T'm. ii. 4-6i 
Such is the wi<lUthe ultimate purpose, of the *'one God and 
Father of ^U;*' and it will be vain to pretend that His will« so 
strongly and clearly expressed, will not be consummated — :to« 
to the primitive believers.- He made *«known. thp mystery of 
His- WILL, according to His good blsasurg, whieh<^he hath 
purposed in- himself, that in the dispensation of the fulness of 
iime, He might gather together in one all things in Christy 
both which are in heaven and which are on earth, even in 
him." Eph. i. 9, 10. And hence it is written ^*0f him, and 
through Him, and to Hita, are a^ll things, to whom be glory 
for ever, Amen." Rom. xwJ^Q, 

It was of His own W}ll that He begat the phmitive disciples 
by the ageney of the word of truth;> and they afiirmed that 
He wovketh all things after the counsel of His own willr 
Jame» i. ISi Eph. i. II. And hence 4hey regarded the divine 
will as a sufficient pledge th»t all men will ulumately be 
saved and come to the knowledge of the truth. 

You might ax properly depy any agency to the will of 
God, as to deny that it w>a guaranty for the salvation of alL 
If it be true that some men might, be finally damned, though 
**God w^ll have all men to be saved," then some men might 
be finally saved, thoi^gh the Bible should declare that God 
will have all men to badamnedl Aceordi^ tn your theory y 
it would make no sort of difTerence as to the final result* 
whether the divine will should be expressed in the Utter foim 
or the former. 

If you object that though God will have all men ta he 
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MTO^v M are not now «ayed, I reply, Neither is death yet 
swallowed up in victory, Isaiah xxv. 8, Cor. xv. 54. Never- 
theless, by faith we may risc'from the death in sins to the lift 
of righteousness, and fore-taste the joys of the period when 
both those sayings will be brought to pass, namely, iu the 
immortal resurrection from the dead. 

It is this view of the divine will, this consummation of the 
purpose which God hath purposed in Himself, that justifies 
us in praying fdr all men, without wrath or doubting. As- 
suredly, we are enjoined to pray in faith; and though, in con- 
sequence of our ignorance of what is best as mean?, we may 
scarcely know what to pray for as we ought, yet the spirit it- 
self rises heaven-ward with yearnings that can not be ultered. 
The heart which has been renewed by the love of God, most 
ardently prays and Ipngs for the salvation of all mankind; and 
nothing short of an assurance that this res^ult will finally be 
attended, can fill that heart with joy and peace. 

Gonforitiably to the intimation ih the close of yoilr last 
letter, I request you, in due form, to notice the arguments 
then neglected, and also the preceding. Apd that your re- 
view of the argument on Romans viii. may be pertinent, let it 
be noted that the phrase, **the. whole creation," in v. 32, is the 
same that is rendered "every creature," in Mark xvi. 15 and 
Rev. V. 13. The joint argument of these three passages, is 
as follows: 

1. The gospel is to be preached to Ev^ny Creature, that is, 
to or for all mankind; and that gospel, as we have seen, is 
the word of truth, the promise of universal blessedness in 
Christ. 

2. The creature (or as in verse 22, the whole creation, lit- 
erally bvsry cREATtfBB) shall be delivered from the bondage 
of corruption into the gloriO'Us liberty of the children of God. 

3. As shown in my last letter, svbrit creatorb, the whole 
rational creation,' shall ultimately unite in the eulogium. Bless- 
ing, and honor, and glory, and power, be unto Him who sit- 
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Ingi and honor, and glory, and power, be unto Him who ait- 
teth on the throne and to the I^ainb for ever« 

In the full af aurauce of faith in this final result, and con- 
fessing my incompetency to conceire an issue more worthy 
of God and the Messiah, I am respectfully yours. 

ABEL C. THOMAS. 



a 



mk; lee to mk thomas: 



Dear Sir: In Uite commuBication I shall endeavor to con*- 
fine my remarks to those points whieh odnQerji the question*- 
under discussion^ 

I am glad tb«K you feel the foree of my views and illustra- 
tions , of the case of infants^ idiots and heathen. Bui you^ 
seem to suppose that my proof is not sufficient to secure their, 
salvation. About this we need have n6 contention, for it forms- 
no part of the diseussion.- I did not give ipy views concern'- 
ihg infants, idiots and heathen, as a pkrt of the discussion, op^ 
as points to he proved in the discussion, but as a disclaimer ofT 
what yoQ charged me >vith believing, and as- illustrations of"* 
points wherein you /had misrepresented me^ My ai;gument^ 
is that adults, who are compoa mentis, eanndt be saved only 
on'certain (;;onditions, with whieh they may or may not com- 
ply. Now I maintain that the scriptures whieh make thi»' 
conditional offer of salvation have reference only to such per- 
sons as can believe, and have no reference whatever to infants- 
and idiots, who cannot understand the Gospel, and to heathen^ 
who never have an opportunity of: hearing it. Suppose then- 
that there were no other scriptures whi,eh relate to theipi,. 
as those which limit salvation to sueh as believe do no- 
relate to them, but only to such as are capable of believing, it 
would not follow that they n^ust therefore be lost. It is rather 
a singular position that I should be required, in attempting ta^ 
prove that all men will not be holy and happy, to prove that 
infants, idiots and heathen will be holy and {lappy. I have* 
given my views on this subject, and they may go for what 
they are worth, and I shall not suffer myself to be so far dtr 




• 

Terted from the questioa at issue as to attempt a defence of 
them. It is worthy of remark, however, tl^at I might take your 
third alternative and reljr upon Luke xx. 36, to which you re- 
fer, without involving myself in universal salvation, for that 
happens not to be a universal text. The 5th verse says, 

*'But they which shall be accounted worthy to obtain that 
world," &c. This supposes, that some will be unworthy ta 
obtain that world of blessedness. 

What you say of infa^nts and idiots running no hazard, and 
of those who possess reason running such hazard, is but 
little mor6 than a repetition) of what you said in your last, and 
what was met in my last. There is, strictly speaking, no 
hazard in the case, because the liability of being lost does not 
depend upoin chance, orany want of power or skill on our 
part, or upon.any thing beyond ottr knowledge, or control, but 
if we are lost it will be the result, of our own wicked and 
wilful rejection of the offers of life. If God had not given us 
hands, we should not ran the hazard of knoeliing our neigh- 
bors down with our fists or of cutting our own fingers; and if 
God had not given us a mouth add throaty a stomach and 
brains, we should not have run the hazard of getting drunk. 
What dreadful hazards God has subjected us to by giving us 
these things! Yea, if God had not given us ^tongues we 
should not have run the hazard of uttering blasphemy. Yet 
you cannot deny that God has given us these things with the 
perfect knowledge, that some would knook their neighbors 
down, that some would use one hand to cut their fingers on the 
other, and that some would get drunkj and that others would 
blaspheme. 

But, sir, in giving us our existence with the constitutions 
we possess, and under the cireumstanees of our ease, God 
has, according to your doctrine of hazards, subjected us to th.e 
hazard of sin itnd taisery for life, and to the same evils in the 
feture worlds for a period, how long you presume not to decide. 
Now, if eueh a dreadful hazard as this be consistent with the 
divine paternityi a greater hazard may be consistent with it. 
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If God cannot fave men from this hazard, consistently wiiff 
hit ^r,and scheme of govexnmeni, then there are some thingsr 
which he cannot consistently do, and to saye men from the 
hazard'of endless punishment may be one of those things. It 
must be difficult to see why God could not as easily save menr 
from the hazard of going to hell, as to save them from the 
hazard'of remainrng in hell afier they are there. 

If God (fan consistently subject man to the hazard of any 
evil, however small, the foundation of your argument is re- 
moved, and a greater evil may be consistent; you must there- 
fore deny the existence of evil, or admit that it may exist for- 
ever. If God can subject a man to the hazard of getting 
drunk, he may subject him to the hazard of endless punish- 
ment, unless you can prove that to get drunk is pat a real evil, 
that it will be as much for man's good to get drunk as it is to- 
say hi? prayers. If God suffers one thing to befali m^^ 
which is not for his good, your whole argument must go hy 
the board. Will you then deny the existence of evil?' 

Having thus disposed of your principal queries aud quib- 
bles, I v^ill atiend to the Scripture proofs you have adduced. 
And it should be borne in mind that the question is, **Do tbe 
Scriptures teach,'* &c. What, Scriptures have you adduced 
to prove that all men will bo finally holy and happy? 

John xii. 32. **And if I be lifted up from the earthy I will 
draw all men unto me.** 

I do notsuppoee this text has any reference to the final sal«'. 
ration of every individual in the future world, but to the re- 
sults which were to follow his death in this world., *<Thi« 
he said signifying what death he should die/' (verse 33.) and 
hence, he describes what should follow that death. The Holy 
Spirits was poured out and there was a great ingathering of 
souls to Christ* the Gentiles were called, and Christianity 
soon swayed the Roman Empire. It was a fulfilment of 
Gen. xlix. 10, — '^The sceptre ahall not depart from Judah, 
ttis., — until Sbiioh came, and unto him shall the gathering of 
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^ people be," «*The Pbariseea said (verse 16) perceive 
ye how ye prevail nothing? behold the worfd has gone after 
iiim.'* Now, Vthe world'* is as comprehensive as "all men," 
and yet it did not include the Pharisees in this case, and so^ 
when Christ says ^*I will draw all noen, unto tn^,*' he means 
BO more than that after his death, when he c^hould go and 
'*pray the Father,^' (Johfi xiv. 1€,) and secure the outpouring 
of the Holy G host, there would be a general gathering to bis 
name, and that his religion should pr^^aih This I suppose 
to be the true meaning of the text, if you still persist in re- 
ferring it to the future world, as every individual is not drawn 
to Christ in this, it will n6t then prove the final holiness and 
*liappiness of all men, for it may refer,. »n that case« to their be- 
ing gathered before him to judgment, Matt, xxv, 31; — 46. 
Acts xvii. 31. Rom. xix. 10. 2 Cr..iv o0. 

Epb. 9 — a. This whole subject I understand to refer to 
the call of the Gentries. ^ Th« Jews had long beeii God*(i 
only* convenauted |»eople, yet it was his purpose finially to 
bring in the Gentiles and makj^ one Gospel Church out of 
hoih Jews and Ger^tiles. ''*That in the dispensation of the 
fulness of times^ he might gather together in one all things in 
Christ, both which are in heaven, and whrdh are in earth," 
1. e. Jews 8lnd Gentites. . This is •♦the mystery of his will" 
^hich he has **made kjidwn unto us." Kom. xi. 35, 86, 
might as well be quoted in proof of any thing else as the doc- 
trine of universal, salvation. I know not why you should 
have calbd my attention to this text. 

Rev. v% 1^2. f wrote, anfexposition of this for my last, but 
omitted it for ii^ant of room. You shall now have it. 

Ttie text does not refer to' the final result, but to events 
which' have taken place, or aire yet to take place in this world. 

1. It is doubtless a highly figurttive text and therefore can- 
not be veiled upon as proof of an important doctrinal point. 
The expressions '*in heaven, on the earth, under the earth, 
And in the sea," Aannot be understood liteirally: 
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Whcfe is the phce denoted by the expression '^ander the 
earlh" in contradistinction fof **on the earth?*' And who 
sungf from the sea^ being **in the sea.* Was it Leviathan? 
Was it great whales? Ah! it must not only indlade these 
but all the little codlings to admit pf a literal exposition. ' Had 
not x>ur pilgrim fathers this exposition in mind when they 
composed the following ever to b^ remembered verse? 

"Ye babbling monsters of the deep 

Your Maker's liaises spout,* 
Up start 3'e cQdUngs aa ye peep 

And wag your tails about." 

If the expressions on earth, under' the earth and in the sea, 
are used figuratively in the text^it is probable that heaven is 
also used figuratively. The truth is, these terms are doubt- 
less used to denote dififerentnartions and people here, scenes on 
earth, and the event represented has mo^t probably already 
talcen place. 

2. If tia^ text were to be construed literally, it would not 
and could not refer to the final holiness and happiness of all 
men. Constvue it lit^erally^ and It .must take place during the 
present state of things, for men on earth are. said to take part 
in the^song. Suppose, then, a time Bhould come when all on 
earth, and all in heaven shoul4 unite in a song of praise to 
6od, ft would only prove universal piety on earth at a jpartic- 
ular time. It would not prove that th^re might not eome ano- 
ther great apostaey as described long after this. Rev. xx. 
7-9. Nor would H prove the salvation of those who may 
have died and gone to hell« during the preceding ages of almost 
universal corruption. To make the text teaeh Universalism, 
it should name the residents Of one other important plape, as 
joining in a song of jpraise to God. Did the textadd^ ''And 
all that are in hell heard I saying,'* &e., it might prove some- 
thing to your purpose. If the apostle designed to teach the 
doctrine of universal salvation, it roust be difficult to see how 
he came to be guilty of euch «n important omission. 
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SI. Vim. ^y. 10. This teaches that God is the Savior of 
e»6Q in two senses. 

1. Ha is the '3avior of all men. He is the Saitior of all 
tincn because he b^s provided it for all, offers it to ^l, is able 
^nd willing to save ail. 

2. God is. the Savior, ^'edpeciaHy of them that believe.'^ 

That is, the salvation whieh he has provided for, and offers to 
all, be bestows upon none orily such as believe. It is a little 
flirange^that such a text ehoiild be quoted to prove the final ho^ 
liness and happiness of all men. 1 Tim. ii. 4-6. **Who 
•will have all men to be saved,^* &c. God wills that ^1 men 
shpuld be saved now, but they are not all saved now. Is 
God's will done in every thing? .If it is not, where is your 
argument? If it i^, why are not aU saved now? Is it not 
'God*6 will that men should be saved in this life? Is it God*s 
will that mctn sho&ld lie, swear, steal, get drunk, and commit 
murder? If it is not, it must be his will that they should be 
saved from these things.' Then God's willing the salvation 
of all men does not prove that all will be saved. You quote 
on this point, Eph. i. It, **Who worketh all things after the 
"Counsel of his o^n will.'^ No doubt God works all his 
works after the counsel of his own will, and if you will prove 
that he will work the final holiness and happiness of all men, 
1 will admit that It will be done after the counsel of his own 
will; but the question is. Does or will God work this? God 
works his own wortt after the eounsel of his own will, and 
^he sinner works his work after the counsel of his will, or af- 
ter the counsel of the wi<^ed one. But God does not work the 
sinner's work nor the Christian's work. Do you believe that 
God works the work of the drunkard and the murderer in 
them, or by themif You refer to James i. 18, but this only 
.proves what I admit, that ii was of God's will that he first 
called the Jews to be a kind of first fruit of his creatures, by 
mhich I understand the Gentiles. 

You say^ *\If it he tnio that some men will be damned 
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thoagh God will hare all men to be 9Vfed, then some men 
might be saved, though the ^ible should declare that God will 
have all men to be damned." If God, willed the damnation 
of all men eonditionally, as he tiFiUs their salvation, the con- 
dition of damnation being something which the sinner might 
refuse .to do, as is the case with the condition of salvation; 
and then had God threatened him with salvation, if he would 
not comply with the condition of danmation, as he has novr 
threatened him with damnatioq if he does not comply, with 
the condition of salvation, in such case I admit that' it would 
be possible for some meti to be saved \hough God willed the 
damnation of all men. Do you not of your own self see the 
fallacy of suck difficulties asthe above, before you attempt to 
throw them in my way? Yon say again, ,'*If you object that 
though Gpd will have all men to be f aved, all are pot now 
saved, I reply, neither is death swallowed up, in victory," ^c. 
The swallowing up of death in victory has reference to the 
general resurrection. .1 Cor. xv. 54. Now if you can^ prove 
that it is God*s will that the dead should all be raised now, 
thousands of years before mdny of them live, and, of cqnrse, 
before they die, you will make the c^ses parallel, but I doubt 
your being able to do this. God does now will that men 
should be saved from the commission of guilt and sin, and yet 
they are not now saved, but God does not now will that death 
should be swallowed op in victory. ,Why will you urge ob- 
jections on so aerious a subject, whieh ate so far from being 
founded in truth, reason, and good sense? 

What you say in conclusion^ as sho^njn your former let* 
ter, I will dispose of by referring you to what I said in my 
last in reply to it. Yoursi truly, LUTHER LEE. 
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MR. THOMAS TO MR. LEE. 



Dear Sir: — Yon re-introdace and enlarge upon the present 
existence of evil. But irhy did you not attempt an answer to 
my confutation of that objection, as presented in Letter 5f 
After observing profound silence in relation thereto in Letters 
6, 8, 10, you now reiterate your false reasoning — yea, you 
dwell upon it with as much confidence as though I had not 
offered any thing in the w»y of reply! 

You make especial use of the cited objection in your n(^ 
lice of tlie infinite perH whieh (as you allege) are associated with 
reason and the maturity of life. After mentioning some of the 
evils of the abuse of hands and stomach, you sagely conclude 
that the hazard of endhzi torment is as consistent as liabili- 
iy to any euil whatever. Doubtless you were greatly pressed 
for argument, else you would not have resorted to this falla- 
cy. There is proportion betwen one moment of time, and 
a century — for both are limited; but there is no proportion he- 
fween all the evils incident to the longest term of human life, 
and an eternity of woe. Yet you affirm (hat the latter would 
be as consistent as the former! Do you mean by this that in- 
sanity, idiocy, infancy, may be eternally perpetuated, consisV 
entiy with the divine plan? Do you mean that the existence 
of the tooth-ache for one hour, justifies the supposition that 
any soul of our race may consistently be doomed to immortal 
pangs? You will discover the radical error of your reasQn- 
ing, so soon as you learn to discriminate between evil and evil 
as a Jinal result. 

Vainly you assert, as an acknowledgement of mine, that 
'Mhe spirit world may be a world of retribution for the sins of 
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4hit life**— for in the finrt place, your aaeertion is not true; and 
SB the second place, even a thousand years of punishment 
would bear no coBceiva)ble proportion to the final doom for 
which yen contend. 

You flatter yourself (hat I feel the force of your views and 
illustrations respecting^, the heathen— -that is, my argument is 
sorely perplexed by the bare possibility that they may not all 
be damnedl 

It is evident that the passagee whi(Sh treat of faith, and the 
blessings of faith. in Jesus Christ, pertain exclusively to suc^ 
as believe. This you admit; but you haVe not offered one 
word of comment on my multiplied proofs that they treat only 
of a special salvation -enjoyed l)y believers 4n the present life. 
On the contrary, you persist in assuming that the passages 
referred to, relate to an ultimate condition, and you decline 
furnishing any scriptural evidence of immortal blessedness 
for infante, idiots or any of the heathen, in my last letter, I 
presented you the allertiative of excluding them altogethertX>r 
^f admitting Universalism! And how do you answer met 
By virtually denying a universal resurreetioni 

The Pharisees held \hat only a part of «ur race would be 
accounted worthy of a resurrei^tion, (which resurrection was 
indeed but a transmigration of souls;) while the Sadducees 
wholly .denied the doctrine of a future life.. Had the Phari- 
sees proposed a question on thiseubject, it would most pro- 
bably hav« related to the number who would be raised from 
.the dead, and our Saviour would have replied accordingly. 
But the Sadducees simply inquired eoncerning the condition 
of men in the aeeierted resorreetiofi state, and to this particu' 
lar point the answer was ^e€ted« It i|s true, the answer in- 
•cidentally alluded to 4he notion of the Pharisees; neverthe- 
less, in Matt. zxii. ^3-^32 and Mark xii. 18— -27, (which are 
parallel with Luke zx. 27 — ^^36) thb dead, without limitation^ 
are mentioned as the subjects of the immortal resurrection* 
And in Luke's record, Jesus declared that Glod *^ii not tb# 
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God of the dead, but of .the livingf, for all live onto Him." 
This perfectly corresponds with Paurs testimony in 1 Cor. 
XV. 22, 40: **For as in Adam all die, even so in, Christ shall 

ALL be made alive And as we have borne the image 

of the earthly, we ^hall also bear the image of the heavenly.'* 

I now present you the choice of three alternatives: 1st. 
You may join hands with the Sadduceesj and wholly deny * 
the doctrine of the resurrection; or 2d. You may take sides 
with the Pharisees, and hold to the resurrection of only a 
part of onr race;. Or 3d. You may unite with Christ and Paul 
in the aclinowiedgment of an universal resurrection. Care- 
folly note, however, that the latter alternative U idtntijfied 
with Universaliitn — for in the resurrection they *>are equal 
unto the angels, and are the childnn of Godf being the chil- 
dren of the reeurrection?^ 

Your reply to some of my direct scriptural arguments 
shall next be attended to. In the progress of my review, I 
may find space for additional proofs. 

John xii. 32; **I will draw all ken unto me." In your 
reply to my argument dti this testimony, you do not deny, but 
the rather seem to admit the absolute character of the words, 
**I will draw." You however intimate a denial of the uni- 
versality of the expression, **all men." You might as well 
deny universality to the terms in 1 Tim. ii. 6, «*He gave him- 
self 8 ransom for all;^* or Heb. ii. 9, **He tasted death for 

every man:" or 1 John ii. 2, '*He is the propitiation tor*" the 
eins 0f the whole world.^* All these passages refer to the 

one offering on the cross,, and to the results as noted in Col. 
i. 19, 20. PhiL M- 9^«U« Next, you suppose that the pas- 
sage may refer to the gathering of a great multitude in this 
world; but all this would come infinitely short of the eompre- 
hensive *<aU men.". And besides, *'To this end Christ both 
died, and rose, and revived, that he might be Lord both of the 
dead'zni living^** Rom. xiv. 9; and benoehe is erophatieally 
denominated ^*the Lord of all." Acts x. 36. Lastly^ yoa 
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suppose dor Savioar may hare meant to aay that he would 
draw all men unto him, not deaigniag te aaTe and \>\ew them 
all! You forget, Ist. That being drawn or coming to God or 
to Chriati uniformly implies a blessing. **No man ean eome 
to me except the Father draw Him," John ti* 44, 2d. The 
passage in review is a promise, rendered absolute by the ful- 
' filment of the condition^ **tf I be lifted up from the earth;" 
and the language, **I will draw ^11 meil unto me,'* makes no 
distinction whatever in the Anai destiny of those thus drawn 
t» the Savior. If it implies a blessing fbr prte, it implies 
' the like blessing for all. Tour objection that all are net 
drawn, to Christ notVt was anticipated ' and answered in the 
latter part of Letter 7. 

Eph. i. — 11. **Hav(ing made known unto us the mys- 
tery of His wiiU' ' Sec, You gain nothing by restricjling the 
expression, ** things in heaven ^nd things in earth," to Jews 
and Gentiles — for do you deny that Jews and GenHles com- 
prehend the whole of eurrace? Prof. Stuart aays that the 
cited expressions *^ia a common periphrasis of the Hebrew 
and Kew Testament writers for the universe," Archbishop 
N.ewcome says it sigqifies *^all intelligent peing».** So of the 
phrase all things. The Redeemer is '^heir of all things," 
Heb. i. 2. You might as consistently say that there are some 
of our race of whom he is not the heir, as to deny that the 
whole body of humanity is referred to inEpH. i. 6^-11. 

Rom. xi. 32—36. Paul declares that '^God hat»h conclu- 
ded them all in unbelief,, that he might have mercy upon all;" 
and he sums up the whole scope of the dirine government; 
by^ tesiifying that ''Of Him, [that is,- of God as the Father of 
all,] and to Him, [as the Savior of all] are all things, to 
whom be glory forever. Amen;" ' Your opinion that this tes- 
timony is irrelative to the themfe in discussion, will pass for 
what it is worth. To what final resnlt, besides that of uni* 
versal subordination to the spirit of eur God, can the language 
be consistently applied. 
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Rev.. V. 13: "And every creature,'* etc. You make your* 
self merry at this portion of Holy Writ;, and you even erack 
a joke whfle striving to convince out readers of the doctrine 
of endless woe. Doubtless they will accord to you aei much 
credit for this display of your^piely and wit as you deserve— 
thotigb. probably not quite so much as you sought. Possibly 
they may laugh a moment, but in the issue they will regret 
that you should so widely depart frotn Christian propriety in 
'treating of so serious a subjects 

That the text must n<5tbe construed Uterally, is too evident 
to require a line of proof. But what then? The revelator 
multiplied the forms of expression, in order the pore forcibly 
to convey the idea of universality. . If yob ask why he did 
not also specify such as were in hell, (by which you mean a 
plaoa of endless torment) I reply, because he did notbelieve 
in the existence of any such place. John u^es expressions * 
similar to 'those used by Paul in Phillipians ii. 8 — 11. Je- 
sus *^became obedient unto death, ^ven thc' death of the cross. 
'W.herefore God also hath highly exalted him, and given him 
a Pame which is above every name, that at the namfi of Jesus 
every knee should bow^ of things in heiiven, and things in 
earth and things under the earth; and that every tongue 
should confess that Jesus Christ is Lord, to the g)ory of Qod 
the Father." The fprms of expression here used, plainly 
signify universality. Dr. X^^eorge Campbell says they '*in* 
clude^Ae whole rational creation^ In this judgmeat Prof, 
t^tuart coincides. Indeed, I know of no respectable authority 
to the contrary. 

The universal bowing down, and the universal confession 
th^t Jesus Christ is Lord, clearly imply the final issue for 
which I contend. For 1st ''No man can atf that Jesus is 
the Lord but by the Holy Ghost," 1 Cor. xii. 3; and 2d. That 
confession is to be to the glory of God the Father. A parrot 
might be taught to repeat the confession, but the ntterance of 
it without an understanding of its import, and a hearty eon* 
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▼ioUon of iU truth, and a sincere lofve of the Saviour ao ac* 
knowledfed would be but mockery, it would neither be by 
the Holy Ghost, nor to the. glory of God* 4nd therefore the 
case of the madman who dwelt among the tomt)s, and. who 
cried out, **JeBUS thou Son of G6d,*' will be nothing to the 
purpose, as an illustration of the confession noted in the text. 

For similar reasons, it will be i(i vain io ^allege that some 
will bow and confess willingly, and othiers' unwillingly— for 
Ist. Paul makes no such distinction; and 2d. An unwilling, 
forced confession wdQld be hypocritica) a^ the best;^nd a hy 
pocritioal confession can never redound to the. glory of, the 
true God. / 

John, in Rev. v. 13, speaks of the actual accompHshmet 
of what Paul, in the foregoing passage, declared should be the 
result of the Mdssiah^s exaltation. And what an eulogiuoi 
Was the inspired evangelist permitted to hear, as the final 
consummation of the divine will and purpose! **Blessings, 
and honor, and glory, and power, be unto Him who sitteth on 
the throne, and to the. Lamb forever." Well might Prof. 
Stuart say, **If this be not sptWtual worship, I am unable to 
produce a case ^here worship can be called spiritual and di- 
vine. Y ea, if there can be any form of language which can 
express deep devotion, and heartfelt, spiritual adoration and 
joy« that form of language is here used. It is an eulogium of 
God, as the Father of all, and of *Hhe Lamb of Qod, that ta- 
keth away thi sin of the worW^ John i. 26. It is thd re- 
sult of the deliveranee of the whole rational creation from 
the bondage of corruption intd the glorious liberty of the 
children of Qod; and is it any thing marvellous that the whole 
RATIONAL GREATioN should uiiite in that thrilling eulegium of 
God and the lamb? To what event in the whole history of 
our race, or to what event spoken of as yet future, can this 
testimony be applied, unless it be to the dispensation of tho 
flillness of times, when a|l things shall be gathered together 
in the Anointed of our Godt 



i. Tim. iv. 10^. '*God is the SaVior ov all mkNi ipeciaK 
}/ of theQ» who believe^*' In your summary dispoisal of thi^^ 
testixAOuyr. yo^ inform me, in substance that God is Not the 
j^avior Of all m^n, but only 8i;ieh as believe. The m^e of" 
fer of salvation caunot eoBstitute Him the Savior of any man^ 
'*Godr who qutckenetb the dead, auid clilleth those thing» 
which be not as though'they were/' said to Abraham evea 
before the birth of Isaac, **Ihave oiade thee a father of many 
nations.*^' Romriv. 17. Ygiu might as well af&rm that Abra- 
ham was made th^e father of a nation tkit will never be bom, 
a^ that God is the Savior of any whom He will nev^r savQ» 
Remember, moreover, ^hat onh/ and tspedally. are words ol 
entirely di^erent import. Paul employs the latter, but your 
assumption implies that he ought to have used the former. 

1 Tim. ii. 4" — 6. "fJod will have all |ien to be saved,"' 
&c. In your comnientary oa this passage, you overlook 
several important considerations., I will mentioft a few of 
them. 

All tne laws |;iven for the governnient of man must be re- 
ferred to the sovereign- will of the Creator; and they may 
therefore be summed up in the expression, **ihe will of Qod."' 
We read of doing, and oinot doing his* will — that is, of not 
obeying his laws. To this point all your questions ate direct- 
ed, and you seem to triumph, (not m the faet) but in the mar- 
vellous discovery, that in this sense the will of God is not al^^ 
ways done. 

That the commandments of. God are not universally obey-^ 
ed, is surely so evident, that you should have felt.justified 
in assuming it. Instead of this, however, you proceed with 
your argument, as though the doctrine of Universajism would 
be utierly overthrown, if you eould only prove that mankind 
universally do not now love God with the whole heart! Did 
not the thought occur to you,, that your reasoning bears as 
strongly agaii^st the final holiness and happiness of any of our 
rape, as it does against a blessed immortality lor all oiaiikind? 
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In conferring moral agency on man, God did hot abandon 
Alt own moral agencj: and in submitting si code of laws to 
his creatures, he neither resigned his sovereignty, nor abdica- 
ted the t(irone of universal dominion. The will of God, in 
the sense of a law, is one thing: the will of God, as applied 
to what he has deterhiined to do is another. The latter cir- 
cumscribes the former, and is the guaranty of final fulfilment. 
Speaking of his covenant with the corrupt house of Isreal, 
the Lord said, **I will put my laws intp their mind, and wrii6 
them in their hearts; and I t^{//be to them a God,, and they 
§h<tll be to me' a people; and they shall not teach every man 
his neighbor, afid every man his brother, sa3Hng, know 
thou the Lord; for all shall know me, from the least to the 
greastest.** Heb. viii^ 10,11. For the purpose of this argu- 
ment, it matters not to ^nfhzi period this covenant refers, or by 
what meane it wilt be consuminated. The language declares 
what Goii will do , by his own direct agency, or mil have done, 
by the agents and means of his own appointment. 

The assurance that **God will have all men to be saved,*' 
differs not from the preceding in its ckaracter, but merely iii 
its extent. When the law of Qod is written in the heart and 
mind; this is the salvation wrought by a knowledge of the 
truth. In neither of the cited oases,' is his will noted in the 
subordinate sense of a commandment, but as a determinate 
purpose or will of the supreme. God; and he doeth according 
to his will in the army of heaven, and among the inhabitants 
of the earth, and none can stay his hand.'* Dan. iv. 35. 
Yet you unwarrantably assvme conditions where none are 
either expressed or implied; and then yon argue that the final 
resnlt of the divine government would in no wise be varied, 
had the apestle declared that God will have all men to be 
damned! 

But you say all are not saved now. Granted; neither was 
Saul of Tarsus saved when he consented to the stoning of 
filtephen— ^et Pagl anticipated and denied the validity of thii 
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t>f\-repieaied objeefion of yobre, more than seveuteen centv- 
nes ago! I pressed this fact upon your attention in several of 
my letters, but you pass if by with yovr osual self-compla- 
ceocy. Paul say8,-*^*Thon liast put all things in subjection 
under his feet. For in that he put all in subjection under him, 
HE LEFT NOTHING that IS fiot put Under him." Here we have 
a declaration, not simply of what God will do or will have 
done, but of what fre had already done. Yet Paul adds 
'^But now we see not tet all things put under him." Uni* 
versal subordination to Christ, and consequent universal sal- 
vation, is the final result. It is now God's will to efTect it> 
but it is NOT YET effected; nevertheless, it shall be eoni;iim- 
niated in the times and seasons which the Father hath put it 
in his own power." Acts i. 7. It embraces the resurrection 
from 'the dead. **He will swallow up death in victory, and 
the tiord God will wipe away tears from all faces. Isa. zzv> 
«. 1 Cor. XV. 64. 

This subject is luminously treated in 1 Cor. xv. . The apos- 
nle declares that Christ **must reign till he hath put all ene- 
mies under his feet." What those enemies are, may be in- 
ferred from the fact that death is the last of the series. Death 
<loes not belong to any race of beings. It is of the same 
ela^s as sin, the bondage of corruption, and evil of every 
«ort. 

After noting the destruction of death as the completion of 
the purpose to destroy all enemies, the apostle proceeds as 
follows: — **For he hath pot all things under his feet;" and 
then, lest he should be misunderstood to teach that even the 
Supreme Being was included in the universal subordination 
to Christ, he adds, '*But when he saith. All things are put 
under him, it is manifest that he is excepted whieh did put 
ail things under him." This special mention of God as an 
exception, excludes the idea of any other exception. ''And 
when all things shall be subdued unto him, [plainly implying 
a time when aU things wiH be subordinate to the Messiah] 

H 
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tfatn shall the Son also be subject ooto liim that did put all 
things onder bins, that God may be all in axx.*' 

la your brief com-ment on James- i. f 8*. you ad-vanoe the 
fucer notion that the Jewi mre the yint 'ftuUt of the Oth-^ 
tiles. No, sir; xhe gospet beiienerSi^ whether of Jewish ot: 
Gentile extraction, were the -first fruits. €»od begat them o^ 
hie own unlit by the ageney of the word of truth, as showa 
im ray last letter. And Paul testifies that not the believer^ 
ONLY, but the creature, **the whole creation italf almo shall 
be delivered frecn the bondage of xorruptiou into the gloriouM' 
Ubtrty of the cHrLORKif of God/' ftom. viii. 

Pstiently wailing your promieed teply to my argument on 
the last ciied testimony, and desiring the closest review of ali 
mj positions and proofs, I am yours, ^. 

ABEL C. THOMASv 



MR. LEE TO MR. THOMAS. 



Dear Sir:-— What yoo sny about my having re-introduced 
the present exiaience of evi), nerves merely to cover up your 
«vafioD of my argument. The point in my argument was, 
that if any soch thing as real evil to -any one member of the 
human family be permiUed by Qod^ bowevctpmail it may be, 
jrt breaks in upon the principle 4jf your argument, and shows 
ihat evil is consistent with the divine p&ternity« a larger evil 
maybe consistent, and ifxSO one still greater, ai infinitum* 
This shows that you have got to deny the existence of evil, 
or give up your argument, founded on the divine paternity 
and the goodness of God. I called on yoo to do this dis- 
tinctly, but you pa9s it by in silence. Tell me plainly does 
real evil exist, or is sin, so calledtin fact as great a blessing a* 
righteousness? 

Bui you have attempted to destroy the foree of my reason- 
ing, by saying that there is no comparison or proportion be- 
tween limited evil or suffering, and endless evil or endless suf- 
eriog. This is a favorable point with Universal is ts, and as 
yoo have referred to it once or iwice beforct I am happy to 
meet it full in the face. JLs your defence rests wholly upon 
the supposed want of comparison between limited and end- 
less evil, if I can show that this position is failaeious, jou 
must yield to the foree of my argument drawn from the pre* 
sent existence of evil. I maintain, 4hen, that, admittisg the 
doctrine of endless misery to be true, as generslly understood* 
shere will always be strict proportion between the suflTeringe 
of the damned and the smallest amoent of misery «f wfaiefa 
ye* eao eonceive. Though the puRi^hment will be rodiM* 
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prerfpectlvtiy, yet it will always be limited in duration, retro, 
ipeetivefy, and, hence, there can never come a time when it 
will not sustain a strict^propoFtion to the first hour of suffer* 
ing. Though there is no proportion between limited punish- 
ment and eternity which lies beyond wha.t the lost will have 
suffered at any given period, yet, as punishment has a begin- 
ning, it can never extend beyond the reach of a comparison 
withUhe evil of this life, of a year, a month or a day, and 
must forever bear some proportion to one moment of angnish 
in point of duration. This gives to my nrgnment drawn 
from the present existence of evil, or your admission of the 
existence of punishment in the future world, great force, and 
must put you to the necessity of abandoning your argument. 

The above must answer for this time on the subject of the 
divine paternity: I only add that I hope yon will meet the 
question like onie who has nothing to disguise; a man who 
has confidence in his own principles does not wish to conceal 
them, and he who aims only to oppose crrori will not evade a 
point but meefit. 

I Will now pay some attention to your defence of our scrips 
toral arguments. It is worthy of remark that you have not 
attempted any progress in the argument, but only altemptt^d 
to sustain your former positions, against my reply. AH I 
have to do, therefore, is to show that my positions and 
expositions in reply to your arguments, are not everihrown 
by your rejoinder. John xii. 32. ••! will draw all men unto 
me." I gave my exposition of this text in my last, which 
in substance, was that, it refers to the results of the gospel in 
this world. 

1. The expression of "all men" does not nccessnrily imply 
that every individual will come to Christ in your sense of tite 
term. I called your attention to the fact that the Pharisees 
complained in the 19(h verse, saying, **behold (he world is 
gone after him." The world is as comprehetisive as aH m^n, 
and yet it did not include every individual, bat merely meant 



that the ninitiUide had gone with Christ; and it was, probably, 
with reference to^his statement/lhat Christ said, •*! will draw 
all nnen unto me,'* meaning no more than that his religion 
shonld become generaL In Matt. iii. 6, it is said, ''Then went 
out to him Jerusalem and all Judeai and all the region round 
about Jordan,*' but no one supposes every individual went.—* 
In Luke ii. 1, it is said, ''there went out a decree from [Casar 
that ALL the world should be taxed.' In John iv. 29» the 
woman said, "Come see a man which told me all. that ever I 
did.' But he had told her only a part of what she had done. 
In Phil. u. 21, St. Paul says, ''all seek iheir ownj not th« 
things which are Jesus Christ's." Thus it is seen that the 
term all is used to express what is only common or general, 
without being universal. 

3. The term **will drajv,^^ does not mean an absolute and 
irresistable influence, pr a certain and universal coming to 
Christ. What is meant by Christ drawititj ment How does 
he do it? I answer, He does it by the influence of his truth 
and the Holy Spirit. He has been drawing ihem ever since 
his resurrection, but some come at his drawing, while others 
resist the influences by which he draws them. Nothing then 
can be meant more than that he will employ gospel influen- 
ces to bring all men to him* You refer to John vi. 44. "No 
man can come to «e except the Father that sent me draw 
him." Christ is here manifestly speaking of coming to him 
in this life, whereas, his drawing all men unto him, you refer 
to the futuf« world, and have moie than once referred to the 
general resurrection as its accomplishment. Such sir, is your 
straight path. All that you say of denying that certain other 
texts. refer to all men, is mere assertion. As the text most ob- 
viously relates to what Christ does in this world, it possesses 
irresistable force, and is not to be disposed of by saying that 
it had been anticipated. 

Eph. i. — 11. Oh this you say I gain nothing by rpstriclirfg 
the expression •Uhings in heaven and things in earih" to Jews. 
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and Gentiles, beeause Jews and Ganiilef eompraheiid t))» 
whole of our race. Here jou overlook mv argument. Mf 
arimneat did not rest oir- the aupposiiioti that Jews and Gea- 
tiles do not indude alt men, but on the fact that the text, re- 
ferring to the organization of the Gospel Church out of these' 
two great branches of the human family. It doea not imply 
the salvation of every individual, andcantn)t, as, in such case, 
it rpfers to the operations of the Gospel in this world, and de- 
scribes what is done in this world, and it oseds- no proof U> 
shi^w that all are not saved in this world. 

Rev. V. 13. You accuse me of cracking a joke in nay re- 
mains on thia test. Surely, sir, you miFunderstand me; but 
I rcaHy thought your application of this text was a joke, and 
nothing surprises me more than your serious attempt to vin- 
dicate that application. Dut you have entirely overlooked the 
real point in my reply. My ground was that the text de- 
f^cribed events which have or will take place in this world and 
therefore cannot refer to the salvation of all men, whicli vou 
d&teat the gsneral resurrection, flow, sir, as you have more 
ttian once dated the salvation of ail men at the general resur- 

recli in, I will prove to you as clear us n iiun-beam, thai this 
text cannot refer to that event. 

1. The 9ih and iOih verses represent the saints at singing 
a ffong of praise to the Lamb, saying, *»Thou art tvorthy, &c, 
for thou wast slain and hast redceme^ns toGodby thy bloody 
and htot made us unto God kings and prie.-$t9, and we shati 
KFAON ON THE EARTH." Men shall be living on the earth 
subsequent to the event described in the text, and therefore it 
cannot refer to the general resurrection, or to any period sub- 
sequent to the resurrection, for the present state of things will 
then cease. This earth will have an end and will not be the 
lesidence of the finallv blessed. 

2. The transaction described in the text, is described as ta- 
kinj; place before the opening of the seven seals. It wae 
when the Lamb took the book (verse 8} that the song d|- 
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fcribed in' the Idih verse wm song, biti it was before any one 
of the seals were o[)enecl. From *thi8 it follows that t)i« 
^events which oecarred on the. opening of the seals, were after 
vhat is described in verse. 1.^, which yon say implies univer- 
sal holiness. What then took place, or is to take place after 
|he salvation of all men? The first seal was opened (ebap. 
vt. 1. 2) **behold a white horse; and he that sat on him had a 
bow; and he went forth conquering and to conquer." The 
second seal, verses 3, 4, **And there went ont another horse 
that was red; and power was -given to him that sat thereon to 
lake peace from the earth," ^c« What a gioiious reign of 
Universalism there will be in those days! The fourth seal, 
verses 7, 6, ^And behold a palehorse and his name tiiat sat on 
iiim was Death, and hell followed with him. And power 
was given onto him over the fourth part of the earth to kill 
■with the sword," &c., and so on to the end of the chapter. 
Now, sir, all these events, beyond all doubt, have or must take 
vplace after what yon say-describes the salvation of all men 
It is my opinion they^have taken placo^ but whether they have 
or have not« they fiil^up a poriod ia the history of man, sub- 
sequently to that period when you suppose all to be saved and 
made koly and happy. Can, any one conceive of any thing 
more absurd than to argue the final holiness and happiness »f 
all men from this text? I will noi say you **crack a joke," it 
is worse, it is mockery* As you connect this event to the 
•gathering together all things in Crhrist, and of the deliverance 
^f the creature {iron M\9 bondage of corruption, it is sufficient 
4o ruin your entire scgiim«nt (ounded on this class of texts, 
•without any farther eflforl of mine* 

Yon refer to Phil. ii. S—^U, and >1 Cor. xii. 9, and the«. 
say, **John, in Rev. v. 13, speaks of the actual accomplish- ' 
aient of what St. Paul said should be the resnlt." Therefore^ 
^y showing, as I have, that Rev. v. 13 does not refer to the 
Snal salvation of men, I have proved that St. Panl oevsi' de- 
scribed universal salvation, as the ^nal result, if you are rigbi 
in eoonecting the texts. 
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1 Tins. iw. l(k If, M you contend, God is not the Savioiir 
of all men because he has provided salvation for all, and of* 
fers it to all, then he cann&t be the Savior of all uniil he thall 
actually $ave all, and of course, he is net the Savior of allv 
for he has not saved all. 

But I maintain that, in providing salvation for all, andoder- 
ing it to all, he does aeiually become the Savior of all men, ia 
a very impovtant sense. Every man forfeits his very earthly 
existence by sin, and hence to put aH wilhin the reach of fi-^ 
nal salvation there must be a suspension of the sentence of 
the Jaw, and ^ respite, and a day and means, of grace granted,, 
and the offer of final and^ rpccial salvation made on Gospel 
t<;rms. All this Gud has done for us, and this a great salva- 
tion of Itself, and in this sense he is the Savior of all men; 
but he is a Ssvior in a higher sense to them that believe.. 
The^ are saved from guilt and enjoy peaee with God now. 
Rom. V. i. This is all plain, and no doubt, it is the true 
meaning of the text. Where is the sinner that has not already 
been saved in this commoa and universal sensef But there^ 
are many who do not enjoy ^e special salvation of believers. 

1 Tim. ii. 4. ''^God will have all men to be.saved.*' The 
whole of your sophistry besto-wed upon ihia text, may be 
met in few words. 

1. Does the text mean that God wills to save all men, or 
that he merely wiils them *'to be saved," by obeying his law? 
If the former, then^ you must admk tiiat God does not willibe- 
salvation of all men now, and that ii is not man's fault that all 
are not now saved, hot God*s purfN>se that prevents it;- if the- 
latter be true-, then God*s will is expressed in^ the text, is enly 
the' will of his law, which you admit is not always done. 

2. Your remark that *Mhe will of God, m the sense of » 
law, is one thing; the will of God as applied to His determi- 
nation to do, is another,'* is against yourself, for the text* 
clearly express *Mhe will of God as a law.*' The text doe» 
uo% say that God wills ta aa&i all me», ancoadUtoiially» but 



that he **wtll have them to be ^avedy Budio eome to the knowl- 
edge of the truth. This cfeariy expresses the will of God 
concerning the conduct of men, an^ therefore is his ** will in 
the sense of a law.** , 

3. As salvation cannot e^ivi without obedience to the divine 
law, unless *Hhe will of Ged ifi the sense of a law,** is not 
absolute as *Ube- will of God when applied to his deternQina- 
tion to do,*' nothing is gained to your c^ose by the disttnetion^ 
If sinners may resist God*8 wilt as a law,, they may never bv 
saved, for tlieir salvation depende npon their conformity to the 
law. 

. i. Your distinction between ^the will of God ae a lan^,'^ 
and *Uhe will of God as a t)urpose to do," plaees God*8 law 
and purposes at variance with each other. If God does not 
absolutely control men, they may never submit to his law,, 
and hence» may never be saved; and if he does absolutely 
control men, then your diBtinctingeupposes that he givee meiv 
a law to obey, and at the same time so controls them that they 
break that law. That is, accordinjo^ to your theory, '*the will*> 
of God in the sense of a law, is one thing,** and **ihe will o£ 
God as applied to His determination to do,** is something di* 
rectly opposed to it. Such, sir, is the resolt of your effort t»« 
wrest the above text from the force of my reply. 
Yours,, for the truth, 

LUTUER LE£L 
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KR. THOMAS TO MR. LEfi. 



'Dear Sim — ^-You rc-aasert that^/ia/ evil would 'be aa 'ccw^ 
-mutenc with the divine ciiaracter and gorernment, as \% tl^e« 
#si6ieace of anyevilfwhatever. \ have repeatedly ahowK 
ttie ialaity of thia poaition-^but you peraist in not di^erimi- 
Oating between what ia;cooe»tentin:the prof^essof a plao, 
aMl*^hat may conaiatenily be avowed in the ta«t/e,^ 

'When liook at the plano( a magoiflcetti edifice, aa ii ap- 
peara in the drawifig'of the afchitect,/i aay rhat there ia'nei-' 
ther acalTuldtng orrubbiah. 'If, being peranaded of his deter- 
mination and abfiiiv to construct and £nia.h the edifiee, I look 
forward (o the campleHon^l repeat the atatement. It ia only 
whenvi view the;Dro^re«a of the A«ork, that I can properly 
apeak of either acaifolding or rubbish. The former may be 
conaidered nece^tvor^, tbo latter incidtntal. Yet, according 
lo your 'theory, if they may consiatentiy be aHowed in the 
progress of the workr^ihey may con&iitently remain aroiHid 
the building indefinitely! Yea, you inaiat that! must either 
wholly deny the exiatence of any real acaffolding and rubbiah^ 
or admit that their existence may be prepeivated ao long aa 
the world ahatl endure, anti thia, too, conaiatently with the 
'Original plan. Lukeziv. 28 — 30. 

If you deaire acrlptural examplea of the principle involved 

in the precedmg illuetration, you may turn to the middle third 

-of Letter v. When you find it convenient, I ahould be hap- 

,py to receive a reply <to the argument therein preaented.' 

iln the^preface of your review of my acriptur^l proofa, ye«^ 
fay, *Mt ia worthy of remark that you have not attempted any 
|)rogreaa in tbe argument,*' iie. It ia far n^ore worthy •( r^ 



^tMvk thftt this statement is not true* Take, for example, mf^ 
exposition of 2 Cor. xt. 127,^8. This was first introduced 
in my last letter. So of Phil. ii.'8^— 1 1. Moreover you have 
not replied to my argument otv Heb. ii» 3^ nor on Romans* 
▼iii. 18 — 23. You also utterly^ ^neglect my exposition of 
Luke XX. 36, and the accompanyipg alternatives. Yet yoH 
i^enture the assertion, that! did not attempt any progress in 
ny last letter! 

T» striving to evade my argument on Jehn xii, 32, you quote 
^veral passages tn which the words all and world are mani^ 
ftstly used in a Hmiled sense-^buiyoo have not furnished a. 
|ot of proof that the phrase in the text is of a like character. 
Jesus '*gave himself a ransom for all. . .. '. Behold tho 
Lamb of tjTod, thattaketh away the frin of the lvoRW&.*'~5l; 
Tim. n* 6, John i. 29. Would you illustrate these doctrinal 
fads by the historical hyperboles, that all Judea had gone 
out to John*s baptism, and that the world had gone after Je- 
sus? The conditmn, 'Mf I be lifted up," relates to the death 
on the cross, and tho comprehensiveness of the promise, *'A\ 
will draw all men unio me," must be determined by the gen- 
eral tenor of the testimonies concerning ihecrtieifixion. Du 
jroo deny universality to the atonement, or to the (A)ject of 
the Messiah's mission? You do not; and if Jefus had said^ 
•*I will offer to draw all men unto me," you would have ad- 
Rvitted universality; anti clung to conditionality; but ^inx^ 
conditionality is exc4»ided by the absolute •»! will," you un- 
w-arranlabl-y d^ny universality, lest Universaliara should be es- 
tablished by that single text! 

I deny your assumption that '*the text most obviously Ft- 
Fates to whatOhrist does by gospel influence in this world," 
and in this exclosiveir. Both the abjsoluteness of. the ex- 
pressed will, and the universality of the phrase employed, 
furbid such an exposition. Jesus did not say, I will /riy to^ 
dhraw all men unto me-— nor, I will draw as many to me na C 
torn— Ror« I will draw as many to me as are Ufilling to (^ 



drawn-^nor, I Will draw ftwhile, and then wiUidraw my ipflil* 
eneet, — but he said simply and plainly, **I will draw Qllmen 
unto me*^* There is no Umttalion o| means, number or xim&i 
and if the promise implies a blessing to one of our race, it 
implies a like blessing to ai^l* This topie is illustrated ih the 
latter part of Letter vii. 

Eph. i. 9 — 11. You repeat your o;9ini(?n that this passage 
simply teaches the formation of a gospel church on earth — , 
but you do not furnish a panicle of proof. The comprehend 
sive phrase **all things*' forbids your opinion. **Jesus is ap« 
pointed heir of all things." Heb. i. 2. **God put all thingt 
in subjection under him, though we see not yet all things pi»i 
under him.*' Heb. ii. 8; **he is able to subdue all things to* 
himself." Phil. iii. 21; and we read of a period when all 
things, Gad only excepted, shall be subdued unto him*" i 
Cor. XV. 38. You might as properly restrict the phrase ''al^ 
things" in these citations, as to restrict i4 rn the text. They 
all relate to the universal proprietorship and mediatorial work 
of the Messiah; and the accomplishment of- that work i^ 
guaranteed by ihe will, ooo]> pleasure and purposb ot God. 

Rev. V. 13. You d^ny that I have rightly applied this pas^ 
9*ge, and you promise to make the denial **'a8 clear as a sun- 
beam." Yoo, however, promised much, arjd aeeompHshed 
littler as may be readil>y shown. 

You foolishly argive that because John described the open- 
ing of the ereaU afier he described the event in chap. v. 13,. 
ihereforef that universal' fu<legium preceded the opening of 
the seals? 1 say fnoli-^hh^ — for there is nothing more e^m* 
Rion' with Imkorians, biogrsphevs and prophets, than to foUow 
ar traitt of circnmstanees to rte results, and then to recur to the 
atariing point, and to pureue a subordinate train of incid^ntSr 
Thai the revebtor adopted this method, maybe seen by con^ 
stilting the context. 

In the com me nee men t of the chapter there is a^book men* 
isoAed.. Previously to ifae unfolding of the events therenn 



recorded, John noted the kings and priests who wtre to eo- 
cperate with Christ in his mediatorial reign on earth, terses 8 
—10. Jesos pjonaised that his apostles should sit on throneo 
in the regeneration, that is, the progress of his kingdom. 
Malt. ziT. 18: Luke xxii. .29, SO. To this the revelator 
alludes,' though a literal interpretation is not admissible in ei* 
tber of the cited passages. He then passes to notice the ad- 
oration of thousand times ten thousand, and thousands of 
thousands of the redeemed. Had he paused here, he would 
have furnished me no argument. Hitherto y«u see nothing 
«f **a joke'* in the testimony. But he proceeded, in verse 13, 
to Embrace the universe of inteligent beings in the tri- 
umphs of the Redeemer, and here* your objection begins. 
You admit final holiness and happiness for the thousand times 
ten thousand; aind by what rule of exigesis do you deny it 
in the tiase of the whole rational creation? The latter is 
testified in Immediate connexion with the former. 'You ad- 
mil that universality is expressed by the terms in verse \2: 
and I challenge you to quote any phraseology which more 
vividly denotes heartfelt adoration and joy, than is denoted by 
the universal eulogium therein recorded. 

Having thus followed the absorbing theme to its results, 
John returns to the book, and proceeded to the opening of 
the Feals. They relate to the final abolilidn of the law cove- 
nant, and the establishment of the gos^pel. This is evident 
from the fact that the first of them describes the going fortb 
of the Conqnerer, whereas the universal eulogium whieh 
John heard, is a prophetical description of the consummation 
of the Messiah's kingdom. 

In letter xii. you wrote very wittily about *'Levithian and 
and codlings*' uniting in the song of the divine praise; yet in 
tetter viii. in endeavoring to prove thkt some of our race will 
Certainly be sated, you quoted Rev. vii. y.-^That passage 
bceurs between the opening of the sixth and seventh seels-* 
but you sppiy to time yet future, even to tke immortal state. 



>90 mOMAi*' UKTTSIl. ^ 

The iaimedi«(«eonneciiondeclareii that four faoMti united WiJb 
»RgeU and eideit in an asGri|)tion of gtory (o the most hig)i 
God. Did you ofi*er ihi9<leeiimony as a *Jok«>?*' So it woulcl 
t«eiD« according to yovr own ^hoivingt and your wotk ci 
**aipckery" wiI14}e eomfUtedt^so soon as youiilustnate youf 
view of the iour beasts by another quotation «f«0Qi the Psalm- 
ody of the Pilgrim Faihera. 

In Letter ix« I presented you an argument ofi Rom. viiL 
Ton promised to review it, 4fJ regueated you to do soi Not- 
withstanding n>y formal req^aest, you^havenotdored toattemj^ 
She promised review. lAnd now, afier five weeli*s slleoce; 
you f>eek to evade it altogelber by assuming ihat I have mis^ 
mpplUd Rev. v. 131 You doom Phil. ii. Pf-— li lo t!ie sam«^ 
fate* because I aaeoeiated it wifb the two preceding passage*! 
This whokfrale cancelling of divine tQistimony may cposiftt' 
wilb your definition of a good conseience; but that it is eiihet 
4>andid or honest, our readers will^ probably donbt.^ 

1st. You* say that Rev. v. 18, describes either what toott 
>lace long ago, or will yet take place in tbia world; yet yon 
do Roi support your blind opinion, by naming any event, past, 
present or future, to which ihat testimony can possibly apply^ 
uuleas It be to the final result of 4he Conqoeror's reign. Tell 
roe, sifrwhen has the whole rational creation every aung^ 
blessing, and honor, and ;glory, and power be iinto God and 
fhe Lamb. When ecru the whole rational creation unite in 
itiat eulOgiuiOt unless it be in the immortal resurrection staiet 
3d. A universal bowing drrwnr arid a. universal confesaion 
that Jesus Christ is Lord, to the "glory of God the Father, ie 
e^cpiieitly testified in Phil. ii. "8 — ^21. Paul quotea from lea.. 
;^v. 23, (omitting tho word one supplied by the translators:) 
'^I have sworn by myself, t4ia word is gone out of my mouth 
in righteoosnees, and ehali «ot return, thai unia me everjr 
knoe shall b«w, every t«iifu« shall awear, Purely shall saj,^ 
ki the Lard have I righteonsnese and atrength.*' Will yo» 
ytftiead that thii event has already taken placet When om 



^tttnteHigent beings onite iivihe scknowtedgMlieAt that JesiA 
1i Lord, unUai U be in- e (Loal result of hit mediatorial kingr 
-^om? 

3d. Paul testified ibzt; mot b^itvets pnly^ hut the oreaiibm 
the wbole ereation itself also shall be deliverecU froea the 
bo|(idage of corruption inio the glorious libeviy.vf thb cmiI'* 
MEN OP God; yea, that not only thry bfi^tb^-beiieverHthem* 
■^elvei ALSO waited for the adaption, <eireirtbe redemption ot 
tlie « hble groaning creation^ Witfrytni pretend thal-the erekit 
heiedeserlfoed refer* te any period vhort of the immoi'tai re- 
surrection? 

If yoQ do not reply to these quealionei-fairly asd frattkly,- 
and if you do not^a^swer my arguments on these passages. 
Federally, I wtU'iBubrait to the judgment of impartial meiH 
thai you feel yourself ineompetenf 'to the task. 

I. Tim. iv. 10. Your expression of this- testimony is 
based in the bare assertion of a forfeiture of earthly existefnce 
by sin. In your previous letter, yon saidihat God is the Sa- 
vior^ of all men becatise Be offers salvation to all;; bnt now 
you ebange your ground, and^main tain that He is the Sanor of 
alt becatise be has suspended your sfserted sentence of the 
)aiv! A man is in danger of drowning, ^nd you i:Iaim to be 
his saviur becaoae ypa o^tr to save him. -Next, yon claim 
to be his savior because yon "hold himup awhile, and then 
1st him downl 

You say, however, *that God cannot lie the Savior ^ 
all, until He ihall actually sane a|l. 4 anticipated' this objec* 
lion in my lait letter. The Lord eaid to Abraham, not« I 
offtr to make thee, bet) ^^l have made the f«ther of many 
nations;, and this declaration of wha| God had' a/reaflfy. donoi 
was uttered even before the child wis ^orn from whooa the 
natio'ns spring. See wy 4|uotation on Rom. iv. 17, and ae« 
forapanying comment. 

1 Tim. ii. 4— 6. Yoif etaim thil this paatage merely ex- 
prssees the will of Ood oeneemixg Ike eo«d«et of all nen* 



<h«t it, in thfi Mfise of t law. This i« the basi« of joMir 
whole arfttment. I ref^ly. 

l8t. The ealvatian whicli God wills in ihe text, is asso'ei- 

.aied with coining to tl^ knowledge of the truth. Whit ttuthf 

Jin9, **In whom y« alsof trusted after that ye heard the word ff 

Mruth, the gospel of yo\ir salvation," Eph, t. 13. "Of liii 

own will titgel he us with the u>ord of truth, t^at we shouid 

%e a kind of firirt fruits of his creatures," James i. 18. Tl« 

Jint fruits were .gathered by the ^eterjoainate will of God; 

and yet you suppose ' that be merely eBmmandt the harvtgt 

to come in! 

2tit. \ The nposile adds, **For th«re is one God and nne 
Mediator^-— who gave^himself a ransom for alU to be testified 
in due time." The|e iruihs htfe'an important -bearing on the 
text; and 4he whole connection showd, that the one God wills 
iftl^ittento be sar^d hy ike one Mediutor. The wHl rests on 
^kim^ and all men are subjects af th« salvation which God ap* 
pointed him to eifect. *«The Father sent the Son to be ihe 
Savior of thb world," 1 John ir. 14. The end sought 
is ufrrversai subordination toiiimself; and that this reswlt hiU 
/finally be attained, I hav« abcindantly proved in my argawienis 
on John xii. 82. I Cor. xvi/27, 28. ' Heb, ii. 8. Your 
objection that all men are^ not subordinate and saved now, 
was answered in my last letter. 

You say, however, that my distinction between the law 
^and purposes of God, places them at variance. No, sir, but 
the rather shows them to be hsrrmonious. ^ The copy) written 
%y the teacli^r of penmanship for the imoiitatton of his pupils 
is fashioned in the likeness of his 6M pui;p08e, namely to 
Imnf them to proftciene;^ in art. The law of God is fashioned 
in th« likeness of hii ultimate will, namely, the €nal obedi« 
ence and blesspdness of his universal family. The final pur* 
pose of the leaeher is indicaied •by the copy presented to hit 
pupils would not turn him from, nor defeat his final purpose; 
and the absolute wtil and authority or God establish the po- 
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sition, tharthough this law may for a season be violated by 
the frailty or perversity of man, it shall be ultimately and 
univesally fulfilled. 

That the Redeemer absolutely controlled Saul of Tarsus, 
nf making him a minister and witness of the truth, will not bo 
denied ; but does it follow that the Savior had so controlled 
him previously, as to produce a violation of the law of love 
in his many persecutions ? By no means. 

This single case answers your main objection, that accord- 
ing to my theory the law and purpose of God are opposed. 
It also invalidates your position, that "salvation depends upon 
conformity to the law"— -by which you mean, that non-con- 
formity to the law is a bar to salvation. It is non-conformity 
alone, which renders salvation necessary. 2 Tim. i, 9. 
Titus iii. 4—6. 

It is your theory that places the law and purpose of God 
dt variance. To love him supremely and man universally, 
is the whole sum of the law. Yet, according to your view, 
God has proposed to doom millions of our race to a condition 
in which obedience to that law will be utterly impossible. 

I have not space for the additional proofs intended for this 
letter i nevertheless you will not complain of lack of matter 
to review, if you give heed to the arguments already before 
you. Besides Rom. viii. and Phil. ii. which you are so ex- 
tremely solicitous to evade, your attention is invited to 1 Coiv, 
XV. 27, 28, 54, and Hob. ii. 8. I also wish to know which 
of the three alternatives you will choose, as noted in my 
comment on Luke xx. 36. 

Hoping you will not postpone these matters to *more con- 
venient season' of your last letter, 

I am respectfully yours, 

ABEL C. THOMAS. 
I 



MR. LEE TO MR. THOMAS. 




Dear Sir: — Of the texts heretofore introduced, I hare 
given my opinion and expositions, which I need not repeat. 
The texts noticed in my last yoa repeat, simply denying my 
expositions without argun^ent, and repeating your former 
views against which my expositions were directed. Now, 
sir, I shall not waste my time with such trifling, but leave 
the matter for the judgement of our readers, with the excep- 
tion of a £qw points, which I will notice as specimens of your 
ivisdom in contrast with what you call my foolishness. 

On Rev. v. 13. You say I ^'foolishly argue that because 
John described the opening of the seals after ho described 
the event in chap. v. 13, therefore that universal eulogium 
preceded the opening of the seals." You mistake the real 
ground of my argument. It is not founded on the simple 
iact that it is mentioned first in John's description, for I do 
not contend thot prophetical descriptions always place events 
in the precise order, in point of time which they transpire, 
but my argument is, that the circumstances of the case, and 
the relation which the two events sustain to other events 
renders the order of time certain, for which I contend. You 
appear to be wonderfully capable of over looking my argu? 
ments, when you are incapable of meeting the roal point. — . 
I will once more try to make this subject plain. 

1. The event described in the thirteenth verse took place 
on the occasion of the Lamb's taking the book with tho 
seals. This is so plain that I can see it, foolish as you 
think Twe, and hence, it is very strange that a man of your 
wisdom should overlook it. It is thoiight by many that 
great minds are more apt to overlook very plain things than 
more simple and unaspiring minds. " When he took the 
book," verse 8, "the four beasts and four and twenty el- 
ders" commenced a song of praise to the Lamb. Verse 
11 : Many angels round the throne joined in it; and at verse 
13, every creature in heaven, on earth, under the earth, and 
in the sea, took up the strain. It is tl^en, perfectly plain 
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that tlie ovont in dispute took place on the occasion of the 
Lamb's taking the book. 

2. The Lamb piust have taken the book before he open- 
ed the soal^ thereof, and therefore, the opening of the seals 
must be subsequent to this song of praise. The age of the 
world in which all this did or will take place cannot efiect 
the argument. In whatever age of the world the Lamb 
did or shall take the books, preparatory to opening the seals, 
this song was or will bo sung : and when the Lamb did or 
shall open the seals, then the events following did or shall 
take place. Now as the events said to take place at the 
opening of the seals, are connected with the existence of sin, 
misery and death, and as these events are often described 
in the thirteenth verse, that verse cannot describe the final 
holiness and happiness of all men. 

Another view of this subject will show the absurdity of 
your application of it. You say the text will receive its ac- 
complishment at the general resurrection, or ail will be ren* 
dered holy and happy at that time, and hence the song of 
the 13th verso cannot be sung, according to your theory, 
until the resurrection, which must give the song a place in 
the future world. Now how plain it is that the description 
is wholly inapplicable to that period. 

1. The description clearly denotes distinct divisions of 
mankind, marked by their distinct residences or places of 
abode, as in heaven, in earth, under the earth, and in the 
seas, but after the general resurrection there will be no such 
division of the saints, they shall all dwell in heaven, dwell 
in one society. 

2. Thoro will be no earth with sea, after the general 
resurrection. "The earth and the works that are therein 
shall be burnt up." 2 Peler, iii. 10. — "And I saw a great 
white throne, and him that sat upon it, from whose face the 
€arth and the heavens fled away. And I saw the dead, 
flmall and great, stand before God,"&c. "And tho sea 
gave up the dead," &c. Rev. xx. 11, 12, 13. — ^^'And Isaw 
a new heaven and a new earth, for the first heaven and the 
first earth were passed away; and there was no more sea.^^ 
Yet the text in dispute represents the song as being sung 
by the inhabitants of earth and sea. This certainly proves 
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that the text describes an event that will take place, if it 
has not already taken place, while the earth and sea remain, 
and hence it will take place in this world nnd not in, the 
next. I have paid the more attention to this text because 
you have given it such an importance in the class of texts 
upon which you rely, as to make the whole stand or fall 
with this, and as I have, as I trust, taken out your key text, 
your whole argument must fall. 1 need not trouble myself 
further, until you give up this text and separate it from 
others on which you rely. 

You call on me to reply to your argument on Rom. vili. 
and say I "have not darod to attempt the promised review." 
Every body knows that Luther Lee is a coward especial- 
ly when Universalists are his opponents ! But in the argu- 
ment to which you refer, if it be called an argument, you 
connected it with Rev. v. 13, so that the whole depended 
upon the correct application of that text, and as I fully met 
that exposition, I thought it sufficient, and still think so.—- 
Had I space I would willingly write a commentary on Rom. 
viii. for your accommodation, but as it is, I have only time 
to remark that the verse you refer to, like Rev. v. 13, re- 
lates to things to t^ke place in this world. By the creature^ 
I understand the Gentiles in contradistinction to the Jews, 
and their deliverance is from the corruptions of Gentileism 
into the privileges and enjoyments of Christians. Of me 
you say, "You say that God cannot be a Saviour of all until 
he shall actually save all.'' I anticipated this objection in 
my last letter. The Lord said to Abraham, (not I offer to 
make thee, but) "J have made thee a father of many na- 
tions." But, sir, how did God do it? by making him a 
father before he was a father, or by calling things that were 
not as though they were? 

This must suffice for this letter. As to your threat of 
appealing to our readers if I do not meet your arguments so 
and so, it must pass for what it is worth. If it becomes 
necessary to sum up this account, I venture I can make as 
long a chapter of what you have passed in silence as you 
can produce Yours for the truth, 

LUTHER LEE. 



J 



MR. THOMAS TO MR, LEE. 



Dear Sir : — In the preface to your notice of my direct 
proofs, you assert what is not true. You. say that I simply 
deny your "expositions without argument," and that I 
merely re-quote the texts and repeat my former views ! — 
Now, sir, I heartily join in submitting the matter to our 
readers. I moreover urge them to compare our reasoning. 
The texts you refer to are John xii. 32, I will draw all men 
unto mo; Eph. i. 9 — 11, the will and purpose of God to 
gather all things together in Christ ; 1 Tim. ii. 4—6, God 
will have all men to be saved ; 1 Tim. iv. 10, God is the 
Saviour of all men. 

In the close of your letter, you refer to my argument on 
the last cited passage and sagely inquire Iiow God constitut- 
ed Abraham the father of many nations? Ans. By abso- 
lute purpose and promise. He speaks of things in the 
remotest futurity, with as much certainty as if they already 
existed, and of final results as though already attained. 

Rov. V. 13. There can be little doubt that the opening 
of the seals rejates to events connected with the destruction 
of Jerusalem. Compare ch. vi. 16 and Luke xxiii. 30. 
Subsequently the revelator describes the second death of the 
Jewish nation, in the destruction of tho city and temple by 
Titus — (the first national death having been inflicted by 
Nebuchadnezzar.) Chap, xxi., treats of the decent of New 
Jerusalem, plainly signifying the establishment of the Gos- 
pel kingdom on earth, af^er the final abolition of the Mosaic 
covenant. 

But the eluci3ation|of the text does not require a consider- 
ation of these topics, as I will show in a few words. Your 
position is, that the event described in Rev. v. 13, occured 
previously to the opening of tho seals; my position is, that it 
is a prophetical description of a subsequent event. I will 
now state two facts, and our readers shall decide which of 
us is in error. 

1. The eulogium, blessings, and glory, and honor, dtc, 
as vividly expressed the most heart-felt adoration and joy 
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as is any where expressed in Holy Writ. It is even more 
vivid than the song of the elders, yea, than even the song of 
the thousand times ten thousand angels ; and if these songtf 
imply holiness and happiness, so also does the eilogium in 
verse 13. Hence Prof. Stuart says, *^If this be not spirit- 
ual worship, I am unable to produce a case where worship 
can be called spiritual and divine." Now, sir, will you pre- 
tend that the woes under the seals were inflicted on men 
after^ yea, immediately after, they became the spiritual 
worshippers of God? 

2. The terms of the text are as strongly expressive of 
universality as are any terms employed by any inspired 
"Writer. They are all-comprehensive. Dr. Campbell says 
"they include the whole rational creationJ*^ Will you pre- 
tend that mankind universally have yet become the spirit- 
ual worshippers of God? or that any woes of any sort will 
be inflicted on them after they do become worshippers ? 

If you will answer these questions fairly and frankly, 
every candid person will be enabled to determine which of 
the two positions is the correct one, yours or mine. 

Your attempt to justify utter neglect of other passages, 
on the score that I associated them with the preceding, is 
worse than trifling. I aim to prove the final holiness and 
happiness of all mankind, and all my arguments, being di- 
rected to that point, are associated in the most important 
sense. You have no right to sit in judgment on their rela- 
tive importance. Even admitting a misapplication of one — 
does it follow that another is misapplied? Why not make 
short work, and sweep them all by the board, excepting one? 
And why not select Rom. viii. air the exception ? When 
first presented, it stood alone, occupying a prominent sta- 
tion — whereas. Rev. v. was first introduced incidentally. 
The latter became prominent by reason of your neglect of 
the former; and now you.desire to make every thing depend 
upon a passage which. you say I have misapplied! 

Afltor cogitating my argument on Rom. viii. for the in- 
credable short space of six weeks, you present the following 
cortiprehensive review : "By the creature, I understand the 
Gentiles in contradistinction from the Jews; and their de^ 
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liverance is from the corruption of Gentileism into the priv- 
ileges and onjopments of Christians." 

Yes, sir, you reply at the generous rate of less than one 
line per week. The aggregate is your authoritative opinion, 
and you seem to think that I ought to be thankful for even 
that I You "understand" the passage to moan thus and so, 
and this must suffice, without a solitary word of proof. But 
do you suppose our readers will be satisfied? I simply re- 
quest them to re-peruse my argument in tho close of Letter 
ix. and compare it with your reply. I will cheerfully abide 
their judgment. 

And now I demand some sort of an attempt to substan- 
tiate your opinion by evidence. Assign your reasons for 
limiting the phrase, thb whole cbeation, to the Gentiles. 
Consider the scope of the testimony to verse 24 inclusive, 
and then furnish a consistent exposition on tho basis of your 
asserted apostolic meaning. Let your commentary be writ- 
ten with my argument before you. If you do not comply 
with this equitable demand, but persist in your unsupported 
opinion or relapse into silence, the cause will be obvious 
without confession. It will bo your own fault, if your boast- 
ful ironical remark, "Every body knows that Luther Lee 
is a coward," should become an acknowledged historical 
fact. 

I make a similar demand in relation to Phil. ii. 8 — 11, 
Isa. xlv. 53. You have hitherto utterly neglected my ar- 
gumets on these passages. Consider these joint- testimonies 
without any reference to Rev. v. 13, and then explain them 
so as to avoid the conclusion of Universalism, if you can. 
Or if you will do nothing more, inform us merely what you 
"understand" them to teach, or be as honest as the Jews 
were, and confess that yoii cannot tell. 

In like manner, I demand some sort of an attempt to set 
aside my reasoning on 1 Cor. xv. 27, 28, and Heb. ii. 8, 
severally. You have not yet attended to these arguments, 
nor even so much as referred to them* And while you aro 
in the way of exposition, explain to our readers what con^ 
clumon besides the final holiness and happiness of ail man- 
kind, can be drawn from Isa. xxv. 8, the reference of which 
is noted in 1 Cor* xv. 54. 
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Moreover, you maintan profound silence in relation: to my 
argument on Luke xx. 37, and accompanying alternativesK. 
I dosiire to know what disposition you will make of that di- 
vine testimony and its adjuncts. 

You, however^ threaten to make out a catalogue of my- 
omissions,, if I insist on an answer to the preceding argu- 
ments ! Proceed at your earliest convenience. You may 
possibly find a few items among your many inrelative say- 
ings, to which I have given no heed ; but here are six or 
seven of my principal arguments, and the sum total of your 
comment is four or five linos I Your procedure is a practi- 
cal disregard of <<all established rules of discussion and of 
the courtesy due to an opponent,, and is worthy only of a 
bad cause and of a defeated disputant* '' I question whether 
a parallel can be found in the annals of controversy. 

If you feel justified in thus evading my proofs, it would 
seem useless to present additional evidence. Nerertheless 
I will proceed with my argument, hoping you will repent of 
your neglect, and bring forth the frqits of that repentance 
in your next letter.* 

I have abundantly shown, and you have not denied, that 
universality is stamped on the promise of God in Christ. — 
The Gospel preached to Abraham, and the proclamation of 
it. in the New Testament, clearly prove that the final holi- 
ness and happiness of all mankind is at least iho object of 
the heavenly economy. You do not object to. the univer- 
sality of the design — for you. have admitted that it was the 
plan and purpose of God to bring His universal family into 
union with Himself. This admission was distinctly made 
in noticing my citation of Col. i. 30;: f^It. pleased the Father 
that in him should all fulness dwell; and having made peace 
through the blo5d of the cross, by him to reconcile oil tjtings 
to.HimselL" 

Now besides the fact that the Supreme Being is not ob- 
noxious to the mocking charge that. Ho began, what He is 
not ablo to finish, we have the positive teslimony,.8poken or 
Christ, that *Uhe pleasure of the hf^vA sbaU prosper in his 
hand/' Isa. liii. 10. And, v\^at. is sigatfiied by the pros- 
pering of the divine pleasure, may be iearned,fjiom okap«.lv. 
\0, 11: "As the rain cometh dowm and, &X5.| so shall my 
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word be that goeth forth out of my mouth ; it shall not re- 
turn unto me void, but it shall accomplish that which I please ^ 
and it shall prosper in the thing whereto I sent it." So al- 
so in oh. xlv. 23. 

Conformably to this testimony, we are assured that the 
Messiah '*shall see of the travail of his soul, and shall he 
satisfied,'^* Isa. liii. 11. The work of universal recon* 
ciliation was committed to him, and he is "able to subdue 
oven all things unte him?elf." Will he be satisfied with 
less than the complete accomplishment of the work in which 
he is ongagod? 

1 John ii. 2: '-Jesus Christ the righteous is the propitia-' 
tion for our sins, (namely, of these who were then believers,) 
and not for ours only, but also for the sins of the whole 
WORLD." Dr. Clark says this text includes all mankind; 
and he adds, that any "attempt to limit it is a violent out- 
rage against God and His word." I know not why this re- 
mark is hot equally applicable to any attempted limitation of 
the whole creation in Rom. viii. 22. Our readers will 
please compare the two passages. 

Jesus Christ the righteous is denominated "my righteous 
servant" in Isa. liii. 11: and of him the Lord says, "he shall 
justify many," or rather the many, which expression, as you 
will not deny, is here equivalent to all mankind. 

In Rom. V. 18, 19, Paul says, "As by the oifence of one 
judgment came upon all men to condemnation, even so by 
the righteousness of one the free gift came upon all men 
unto justification of life." The first member of the sentence 
has a glorious counterpart in the second. "For as by one 
man^s disobedience many were made sinners, so by the 
obedience of one shall many be made righteous." You will 
not dispute the comprehensiveness of the expression, the 
many J as here used. You admit that it signifies universali- 
ty — and such is the testimony of Parkhurst, Clarke, Mc- 
Knight, <Sz;c. Employing the language of the latter in 
noting the extent, we have the positive declaration, that, 
"all mankind, without exception,^'* shall be made right- 
eous. The obedience of Christ is mentioned in Phil. ii. 8 — 
11, as the basis of a universal bowing down and a universal 
confession that Jesus Christ is Lord to the glory of Grod the 
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Falhor ; and in Isa. xlv. 23, it is testified that "every knea 
shall bow, and every tongiie shall swear, surely shall say, 
In tho Lord have 1 righteousness and strength." 

If you egree with tne that the latter two passages are 
properly associated with those immediately preceding, you 
will please consider them in their mutual bearings: If you 
suppof^e them to relate to different periods and events, I de- 
sire you -to review them separately. 

Respectful ly yours, 

ABEL C. THOMAS. 



MR. LEE TO MR. THOMAS. 



Dear Sir. — The texts which I have once reviewed, I shall 
not review ngain, until I shall have more room than I have in 
this letter, though you repeat them a dozen times. If you 
could pursuado me to spend my time in doing whit I have 
olready done, hy expressing yourself dissatisfied with the 
performance, it would save your theory from being exposed 
in ether points. Neither shall I feel myself called upon 
to examine overy text that you may quote without note 
or comment, and prove that they do not teach Univer- 
salism, further than I may find it convenient to do so. I 
might quote texts enough in one letter, for you to write a 
volume of comments upon. 

In relation to my view of Rom. viii. I have only to say 
that whether it be only one lino a week, or le.-s or more, 
it is my exposition, and whether it be measured by the week 
or the line, it is sufficient until something shall be produced 
by you more than has yet appeared. But you say it is my 
opinion. True, sir, and what more have you given than 
your opinion ? I wish to oppose opinion to opinion, argu- 
ment to argument. 

The vast array of demands which you make on me for 
replies, may rnswor the place of arguments in ycur own 
mind, but such matters cannot be treated as arguments by 
me. Fix on any text or texts, and show by arguments that 
that they teach Universalism, and I will meet you, but I 
shall not take upon myself to explain every text ycu may 
refer to without showing that it has anything to do with tho 
subject, more than by mere assertion. 

You again introduce the Universality of God's promise, 
but this has been once mot by me in connexion with the 
subject of ccnditionality. 

You talk finely about God's not having 'began what ho is 
unable to finish,' &c. But you should first prove that God 
ever began to save all men, unconditionally and irrespect- 
ively of their moral agency. You beg the whole question, 
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by taking it for granted that God ever begun such a work 
as you suppose. 

You quote Isa. liii. 10. *the pleasure of the Lord shall 
prosper in his hand., But it is for you to show that it is 
the pleasure of the Lord, that those who live and die in sin, 
in this world, shall be saved in the next. If you under- 
stand God's will or purpose by the term pleasure, I ask is it 
not the pleasure of the Lord that all men should be saved in 
this life ? and does that prosper ? You also quote Isa. 
10, 11, which asserts God's word shall not return void, but 
accomplish the thing whereunto ho sent it. But you should 
prove that God ever sent his word to save all men uncondi- 
tionally. Has he not sent his word to save all men in this 
life ? and does it accomplish that ? or do those who proclaim 
it have occasion to exclaim, (Isa. liii. 1,) *Who hath believ- 
ed our report, and lo whom is the arm of the Lord revealed T 
St. Paul, by whom God sent his word, says, 2 Cor. ii. 15, 
16 : *For we are to God a sweet savor of Christ in them 
that are saved, and in them that perish : to tho one we aro 
the savor of death unto death, to the other the savor of life unet 
life.* Did not the word then accomplish the thing whereunto 
God sent it by St. Paul ? and was it not accomplished in them 
that perished ? 

You also quote Isa. liii. 11, *He shall see tho travail of 
his soul and bo satisfied.' If Christ cannot be satisfied with 
the travail of his soul, until all men are saved, it must fol- 
low that he has boon dissatisfied up to the present time, and 
will remain dissatisfied until the general resurrection, ac- 
cording to your theory. But I suppose ho has seen of the 
travail of his soul and has been satisfied with it whenever, 
wherever and in whomsoever he has seen it. 

You also quote 1 John ii. 2. *Jesus christ the righteous 
is the propitiation for our sins, and not for ours only, but 
also for the sins of the whole world-' Universalists hold that 
man and not God is the subject of this propitiation; that is 
designed to appease man and reconcile him to God, and not 
to appease God and reconcile him to man. And you, sir, 
contend that universal reconciliation will be accomplished 
in tho ^immortal resurrection,' by which you admit that 
some will live and die unreconciled, and Remain unreconcilr 
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ed up to that tkne. Now if they are raised in a reconciled 
state in the resurrection, it cannot be the result of Christ's 
propitiation operating upon their minds. — All therefore, 
accordijig to your theory, are not and never will be propi- 
tiated in the sense of the text, and of course your emphasis 
laid upon the expression, *sins of the whole world,' is 
very much misplaced. What dees the fact that he is the 
propitiation for the sins of the whole world prove, since ac- 
cording to your own theory, the world is not propitiated ? 
When you shall have removed these difficulties which your 
own system throws in your way, I will give my exposition 
of the text. You connect this text with Isa. liii. 11. *iVIy 
righteous servant shall justify many.' But I understand 
your theory to deny that Jesus Christ justifies any,' in a 
manner to save them from the least degree of deserved pun- 
ishment for sins committed. If every man suffers the full 
punishment due- to all the sins ho commits, as I supposo you 
hold, there is no room for justification. The same remark 
applies to Rom. v. 18. *As by the offence of one, judfrment 
came upon all men to condemnation, even so by the right- 
eousness of one, the free gift came upon all men to the jus- 
tification of lifo.' This text I understand to be opposed to 
your theory from beginning to end. To make this text 
favor your cause, you must admit, 

1. That all men were condemned to death in conse- 
quence of the offence of one man, that is- Adam. Will you 
admit that ? 

2. You must admit that the righteousness of one, that is 
the vicarious atonement of Christ, delivers men from the 
actual punishment they deserve. Will you admit this ? 

3. If by the 'justification of life which is by the free 
gift,' you mean eternal life, or final holiness and happiness, 
which you must mean to make the text prove any thing to 
your purpose, then 'condemnation' involved endless punish- 
ment and that all men would have been endlessly punished 
had not Christ died for their redemption. So with verse 19, 
^For as by one man's disobedience many were made sin- 
ners, so by the obedience of one shall many be made right- 
eous.' To avail yourself of the conclusion, suppose it im- 
piios universal holiness and happiness, you must first admit 

4I 
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tho premises, that many were made sinners by the ofieDCa 
of Adam, and not only so, but that men are made righteous 
by the imputation of the righteousness or atonement of 
Christ, and that he saves men from deserved punishmenti 
which I suppose you deny. 

I differ from you in relation to Phil. ii. 8 — 11. I appre* 
hend that more stress should be laid upon the merits of tka 
death to which ho became obedient than to the simple obedience 
in itself considered. — As to the bowing of every knee, it has 
been made the subject of separate consideration, and need 
not be renewed in this place. 

I have only to add, that for Universalists, who deny tho 
merits of Christ^s death as a vicarious atonement, and who 
deny tho doctrine of pardon or the remission of deserved 
punishment, on the ground of what Chr]^t has suffered for 
the sinner to quote such texts as the above in support of 
their theory, is no inconsiderable proof of the inconsistencies 
QAd contradictions with which it abounds. 

Yours, &c., 

LUTHEB LE3E. ^ 



MR. THOMAS TO MB. LEE. 



l)EAa Sir: — It appears that I have succeeded in showing 
jou the irrelevancy of your speculations ahout matter ano 
spirit, and you have now abandoned that prolific item of 
your evasive policy. — ^Yournew ejffbrt, which you dignify as 
a revalation of absurdities is akin to its predecessor, consist- 
ing chiefly of speculations equally wide of the main issue. 

You begin (and thus give a sort of speciousness to your 
Jabors) by quoting two of my sentences. The second of 
these speaks for itsslf, and cannot be misunderstood. I 
multiplied the forms of expression, even to tautology, that 
you might no longer have any excuse whatever for evading 
my argument on the paternity of God. Its meaning is pal- 
pable, without any allusion to tho context* It embodies and 
expresses the whole ground of my reasoning. 

But, sir, the connexion in which I uttered your Jlrst quo- 
tation, proves that you have perverted its meaning. That 
connexion is os follows : 

*You will be disappointed if you expect me to specify the 
mode in which tho Supreme Spirit constituted mankind in 
His own spiritual likeness, or to discuss the propriety of His 
chosen title of Father of spirits in contradistinction from 
fathers of the flesh. I base my arguments in the selation 
AsssBTED by divine revelation, an existing bstween God and 
man, namely, the revelation of Father and offspring.^ Let- 
ter XV. 113. 

Every sensible porson must see that this language relates 
to your attempt to draw me into a discussion about modes 
of creating and begetting. I would not follow you 'behind 
the record' to inquire into the truth of tho divinely acknowl- 
edged affinity of Gcd and man. Yet you wrest a sentence 
from this paragraph, and having perverted it into a contra- 
diction of your second quotation, you proceed to talk largely 
of 'a heterOgenious mass of ideas !' Either you know bet- 
ter, or your lack of knowledge is inexcusable. At all events^ 
jrour assumption of a contradiction, or anything of the sort, 
19 both unwarrantable and untrue, aad idl your inferencoa 
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from that assumption are but the confused dreamings of your 
' own fancy. 

It is not necessary to review your theorizing about th© 
priority and origin of the relation, &c. It cs little matters 
wlien God purposed to bring into existence a famijy of chil- 
dren, as how Ho did it in the time appointed* Equally if^ 
relevant are all your inquiries as to whence His paternal 
love arises and upon what it depends, and how long it has 
existed. It is enough to know that the relation is divinely 
asserted, and that the holiest manifestations of paternal love 
among men, must be regarded, not as the measure, but as 
an indication of the fathomless love of the Father of all. 1 
opened the discussion with these positions, separately estab- 
lished; and I am entitled to the argument which they jotni- 
ly supply. I have constantly associated them throughout 
our correspondence; and if you have so little respect for the 
intelligence of our readers as to a&mime or assert the con- 
tra ry, 5'^ou are welcome to the consequences. 

Your multiform attempt to sunder the relation and char- 
rcter of God, demands little attention. — ^Yoa have denied 
and ccnfated the principle of your reasoning, 8S shown in 
item 1 of my last letter. You magnified thedivino paterni- 
ty in order to ^enhance the sinner's guilt.* Yoiir argument 
admits that there are obligations involved in the relation of 
Creator and creature, and that those obligations are increas- 
ed by the acknowledged affinity of the parties as Father 
and offspring. Without stopping here, and without inquir- 
ing into the extent of the:?© oWigitions, I ronaark that they 
are undoubtedly mutual, and that the requirement of per*- 
fect filial obedience on the part of man, implies the perfec- 
tion of pitornal love in God. Matt. r. 44 — 48. It is in 
this way that the inspired writers apsociftto the divine rela- 
tion and character; and if you can satisfy even yoorself 
that the Father of spirits may as fitly bo represented by the 
WORST father on earth as by the best, you can do what f 
conBider impossible. 

You, however, dwell con?iderr.bly on the fact that God is 
now essentially the f?f:me that Ho wns previously to. couFtir 
tuting HijTfisolf the Father of all; and you ream to think 
that I must cither abandon rdy argument, or admit that *God 
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Father.' If you can a tithe as readily oxhonorate your 
theory from this result as I ban mine, you will do welh You 
say that the love of God in the primary sense of Father 
gives no assurance of final holiness and happiness — ^but no 
soon as he succeeds in bringing any of his offspring to a 
knowledge of the truth, by his own direct agency or other- 
wise, 'lo ! the impulses of the new relation into which God 
has brought Himself guarantee thq largest displays of His 
previously dormant love I God has changed and got some 
new spirit, by offecting a ehange and awakening a new 
spirit in some of His own offspring ! — If you will explain 
theso mysteries, you ^yill see the fallacy of your objection 
to my argument. I pass to notice a few other particulars. 

1. You write a series of sentences on the plan of re- 
demption and its relative date in the purposes of God. I 
answer, that if an order of time may be allowed in speaking 
of the divine counsels, the plan of redemption must have 
been preceded by an absolute purpose to bring into exist- 
ence a family of children. But the question of priority has 
no bearing on the matter in discussion, and 1 know not why 
you should so largely treat of it, unless it be to occupy 
space. 

2. You speak of ^ial!en angels- or devils.' You know 
perfectly well that this is a bare assumption of the existence 
of fallen super-human beings; and you know also that this 
topic is wholly foreign to the question before us. The in- 
troduction of it is in violation of the proprieties of debate, 
and clearly indicates that you feel the weakness of your 
ca,i4so. 

3. ; The assumption which you close with a contrast of 
heaven and hell, may also pass without comment. Who- 
ever will compare it with the numbered items of my last 
letter, will see how greatly you rely on assertion. 

4. All that you say obout being begotten and born again, 
was. attended to and answered in leter ix. 1F6 — 9. You 
have 'not yet replied. — By Luke xx. 36 and parallels, and 
also by Rom. viii. 18 — ^24, I have proved that all mankind 
will become the chikbren of God. My argument on the 
ibrmer you utterly neglect, aiid t|ie latter you oflbet by 
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mere opinion.. You are probably deferring these matters t^ 
the more conrenient season of your last letter, eo as to ex^ 
elude a rejoinder. 

5. Your objection derived from destruction by fire, flood, 
&c., was specifically anticipated and refuted in my first 
epistle. You have not yet offered one word of reply, 
although I have repeatedly urged you to the work — and now 
you reiterate the objection ! Why do you so constantly re- 
sort to this evasive and unmanly policy 1 Why do you not 
fairly meet the question on the ultimate result , and tell me 
whieh of our theories the heart of humanity condemns, and 
for which it pleads t Is it commending God wisely to main- 
tain that temporal destruction is but the precursor of the 
doom of endless woe 9 and is it charging Him foolishly to 
look beyond the darkness of time to a final issue which every 
christian foul most ardently longs and prays for ? 

6. You say I have perverted your argument on the al- 
leged portion, &c., but you do not venture to deny that it is 
based in the palpable absurdity of a limited unlimeted evUf 
I submit to our readers that I have fairly represented your 
reasoning. — But even admitting the strict proportion for 
which you contend : What dees it amount to ? You un- 
derstand that two and two make four; but you have nol 
defined and explained the relation of one to infinity. Did 
your head condemn and your heart abhor your theory, 
when you beheld the index on the dial of eternity 1 or why 
did you turn away from it, and not inform me what this as* 
sorted strict proportion is ? 

7. Your argument on the illustration of an edifice is re- 
solved into a question about what 1 mean by 'absolute evil.* 
Do you expect me to reiterate definitions as often as you 
choose to neglect them ? If you will turn to Letter v, be- 
ginning at the close of the first third, you will find your 
question answered, accompanied by scriptural examples.— 
You have not yet given the slighest attention to the argu- 
ment there presented — yet ycu first look this fact out of 
countenance, and then gravely inform me that truth has 
nothing to conceal ! 

Passing to your notice of my ^rect proofs of Umversar* 
ism, I find that you persist -in your reckless CQurae ol 
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cTasioa and neglect. Your reputation as a disputant ap- 
pears dearer to you than a reputation for candor, and there* 
K>re there is small reason to hope that you will repent of 
your cojtistant effort to avoid my arguments, especially as 
you endeavor to justify your unparalelled proceedure. 

You say you have not room< — yet a little while ago you 
complained that you had nothing to do T — But if you really 
desiro space to meet the main issue, why do you so largely 
indulge in speculations which,^ even if admitted have no 
bearing on the question T 

You intimate that- you Jkive reviewed my arguments. 
How ? 1 will answer by citing a few examples. 

We have both written much on Rev. v. 13. In my last 
letter, the whole matter was condensed into two questions, 
based in two palpable facts. Why do you not answer 
themt So long as you could make much ado about Ivia- 
than and codlings and pilgrim-father psalmody, you enjoy 
yourself finely — and you could oven invite our readers to 
participate in the pious joke. But now that the whole mat- 
ter is summed up in two serious questions, you take advan- 
tage of your boasted reputation for courage, and practically 
recognize discretion as the b3tter part of valor ? 

YoQ treated my argument on John xii. 32 in a similar 
way. You depended mainly on a denial of universality to 
Ae phrase (dl men, and you rested ycur denial on a few 
passages in which the words ail and world are used hyper- 
bolically. But you did not even attempt to show that the 
absolute promise, *I will draw all men unto m3,' can rightly 
be limited ki its extent. On the contrary, I showed that 
fluch limitation is not admissable. — Instead of venturing any 
sort of reply on this cardinal point, you resorted to your 
usual covert of silence* 

In like manner you abandon your objections to my argu- 
ment on Epfo. ii. 4 — 6; iv. 10, and other prominent testi- 
monies. Even more unjust and un w irrantablo has been 
your procedure on Horn. viii. Your course for six weeks 
indicated a determination not to utter a word in relation 
thereto; and it was not until I dared you to fulfil your 
promise of a review, that you condescended to favor mo 
with five lines of opinion /— *Thist sir, is bravery with a 
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witncsfl. And now you have courage enough to look our 
readers in the fade, and tell them that my argument on that 
passage, in the latter paet of Letter ix., is also i^ere opin- 
ion I Confessedly there is something valuable in a large 
reputation. There is danger, however, that your drafts will 
be dishonored, even by those in whose credulity you have 
the largest stock of credit. 

In order to evade my demand for attention to Phil. ii«, 
you adopt a courso even more exceptionable than silence or 
evasion. You say, *It has been made the sutyect of sepa- 
rate consideration/ This, sir, i^ not trup- 

But we must not stop here. Yoii have not yet; uttered a 
ayllable of a reply to my argument pn 1 Cor. xv. 27, 28, 
nor on Heb. ii. 8-.-nor have you yet given any attention to 
my exposition of Luke xx. 36, and the thjcee accompany- 
ing alternatives. Why do you preserve so profound, a si- 
lence on theso matters ? You say, indeed, 'Fix on any 
text or texts, and show by argument that they teach Uni- 
versalism, and I will meet you,' This, sir, I have done, as 
you know perfectly well; and I submit to. our readers, that 
nothing short of discomfiture has prevented you froip girding 
yourself to the work of review. 

My direct scriptural argument has been purposely confin- 
ed to a few passages, believing it letter to discuss a few 
thoroughly ,|than superficially to investigate many. But yo^i 
-have resisted every attempt to bxmg you to thorough. worJj, 
as is shown in the preceding, examples.. Ajid even in tbp 
passages aad arguments which follow,/ you adopt a method 
•which is both evasive of the point at issue, andi^xpressive of 
your confidence in the vain boast, tbftt, *EvQry body kjiow.» 
Luther Lee is [not] a coward.' .... * 

1. You say you met the universality of Gpd,s promise ip 
connection with its conditiouolity.r^Trulyf and pp pt^ecisely 
the principle above illustrated* .You were driVten. to the 
bare possibility that all.thb heathen will npt.be dpnined, and 
to the naked. assumption that even.oQQ swl qf. them-. will be 
■aved' ! M<)reoyer, you. took the gronnd that inf^ints and id- 
iots must bo renewed by the Holy. Ghost in this world in 
order to be saved in the next*-*aQd. yet you .fuft^ish n«i sort 
q£ proof that a suigle individual* of thaseclas^e^ yiU.bo.^u« 



tenewod 1 Besides, you have not replied to the main argu^ 
ment on th^ promi93 to Abraham, in Letter xi,; nor have 
you yot offered a word in relation to my extended prooft 
and illustrations of a special salvation by faith and hope. 
This point has a very important bearing on your theory of 
conditions, but you have deeitled it prudent to pass it by un- 
noticed. Yet you say you met universality in connection 
with condilionality ! 

2. You deny that God ever began to save men uncondi^ 
tionally, &c. This sheer evasion is worthy only of a dispu- 
tant pressed to extremity; and I know not why you resort 
to it unloss^it he in defence of your position, that the end- 
less woo of untold millions is just as certain as though it 
were fixed by an irresistible fite. But even admitting all 
that you claim on the score of conditions: Did God begin 
the work of inducing universal compliance with those con- 
ditions ? You dare not say he did not ; and if he did, he is 
either able to finish what he began, or ho is not* Why do 
-you evade this plain argumont ? 

3. Isa. liii* 10. Still clinging to the same evasion you 
say, **You should prove that God over sent his word to save 
men unconditionally.' Yoili make ihis remark in the very 
faco of the testimony by which the position is proved ! *As 
tho rain conisth down... j?o .shall my word be that goeth forth 
out of my mouth : it shall not return unto me void, but it 
^hall acdomplish that which I please,' <S$c. 'The word has 
gone out of my moith in righteousness, and shall not return, 
that unto nae eV'ery knee shall bow and every tongue shal.1 
swear, surely shall say, in the Lord have I righteousness 
and strength.' Isa* xlv. 23; Iv. 10, IL Hero, sir, is the 
proof you demand. Any thing you may assert or prove, as 
existing'in tho interim, cannot conflict with this final result. 
Your refusal to meet my argument on the latter quotation, 
indicates small confidence in your ability to answer it. 

4. Isa. liii. IL Universal subordination to Christ is a 
progressive work; yet you assume that the Eedeemer de- 
signed its immediate completion, and must therefore be dis- 
«atisfiod ! If you haxi been prosent on the second or third 
"day of the creation, you mi gUt h^ve charged God foolishly 
^on tbe same principle. That Christ travailed in soul for 
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the subordination of all mankind, you admit ; and that He it 
able to subdue all things to himself, you will not deny. 
Will ho be satisfied with less than he travailed in soul to 
effect ? Will he be satisfied with effecting less than he is 
fible to accomplish ? Here is the true issue. Yet you re^ 
introduce the objection that all things are not yet subordinat- 
ed, and dwell upon it with all gravity, notwithstanding I 
liave repeatedly urged you to review the argument by which 
I specifically refuted it ! 

&. I quoted 1 J^^hn ii. 2, in order to show ike extent of 
llie work assigned to 'Jesus Christ the righteous,' who is 
denominated 'my righteous servant' in Isa. liii. 11 I a!so 
incidentally reminded you, that any attempt to limit either 
THE WHOLE WORLD in this testimony, or the whole 
CREATION in Eotn. viii. would be *a violent outrage against 
God and His word.' Instead of frankly conceding the uni- 
versality of the former phrase, and attempting to release 
yourself from the charge of committing a violent outrage in 
xelation to the latter, you introduce several irrelevant issues^ 
find even invite me to a discu!?sion t)f your opinion, namely^ 
that the atonement was designed to appease the immutable 
God and reconcile him to man ! 2 Cor. v. 19. Som. v. 11. 
Col. i. 19, 20. 

6. In your comment on Rom. v. 18, 19, we have another 
specimen of your evasive policy. Instead of meeting my 
argument, you seek to provoke a controversy on topics ir* 
relevant to the matter in debate* Suppose I were to admit 
every position you have named : what then ? For the pur- 
poses of this argument, you may assume any meaning you 
please, and apply it to the condemnation which came upon 
all men: still the testimony abides, that 'even so the free 
gift came upon all hen unto justification of life.' I will 
not here discuss Any of the doctrines which you suppose the 
apostle to teaeh in this connexion, because even were I to 
grant every thing you contend for, the main issuo would be 
untouched You tacitly admit that you have not met my 
argument In the closing paragraph of your letter^ you as- 
sert that Universalism abounds in 'inconsistencies and ab- 
surdities;^ but you do not offer a word of comment on the 
chief point, namely, that *all mankind without exception/ 
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«Aa2Z he made righteous* Why do you seek controversy 
about the means^ and entirely omit consideration of the end % 
You seem greatly desirous to know how universal righteous' 
ness will be wrought, but your procedure implies that yois 
regard the fact itself as of no importance whatever ! This^ 
sir, is of a piece with much yon have offered in the progress 
of our discussion. You have evinced great solicitude as to 
the when and where and how, the time and place and means— 
whereas these are not the topics in debate. The main issue 
on the testimony now before us, rests on the declaratiout 
[as exhibited in my last letter,] that all mankind, without 
exception^ shall be made righteous.. Whether the end 
shall be attained by direct divine agency, or by progressive 
operation in tlie employment of other means, or by imputed 
righteousness, is not material here to iuquiro. You have 
evaded the point of the argument, as you must be aware; 
and you will either evade it altogether, or review it under 
circumstances which will preclude a reply. In either events 
your reason will be obvious. 

In my two precedmg letters, I urgently demanded some no- 
tice of the argan^ents you have neglected . I hoped you would 
adduce your objections, in which event I was fully prepared 
to confute them, and to substantiate my viows by additional 
and corroborative testimonies of Holy Writ. You however 
persist in wholly avoiding and evading six or seven of my 
principal arguments. I have no alternative but to submit 
to the judgment of impartial men, that you feel yourself la^ 
oompetent to the task of reply. 

Respectfully yours, 

ABEL C. THOMAS. 
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D&AR Sir : — You think that Isa. Iv. 10, tl, teaches that 
Cfod's word is sent to ccccnripUsh an unconditional work. — 
*As the rain cometh down,' &c. If ycu wiH consult Heh. 
vi. 7, 8, you will find that even the rain docs not uncondi- 
tionally cause the eferth *to bring forth and bud, that it may 
give seed to the sower and bread to the eater.' We there 
read, 'For the earth which drinketh in tli^ rain, that cometh 
oft upon it, and bringeth forth herls tneut for them by 
whom it is dressed, recoiveth blessing from Gcd.* But that 
which beareth thorns and brirrs is rojucted, and is nigh un- 
to cursing; whose end is to be burned.' 

The use you attempt to make of Isa. xlv. 23, 24, is truly 
wonderful. 

Had you consulted the margininal reading you would 
have learned that the text might be translated, 'He shall 
say of me. In the Lord is all rightoousn^ss- snd strength.' — ' 
This reading would bs fatal to your use of the text. ,Dr. 
Clark says, 'Probably these are tho words of Cyrus who ac» 
knowledges that all his success came from Jehovah, and 
thi» statement is in effect contained in his decree or procla- . 
mation Ezra, 1,2. 'Thus sayeth Cyruf?, King of Persia, 
The Lord God of Heaven hath given me alt the kingdoms 
of the earth.' If this be correct, the word whwh Gcd de- 
clared had gone out of his mouth, and sliculd [not return 
void, simply concerned wliat he had proposed to do through 
the instrumentality and agency of Cyrus, all of which no 
doubt he accomplished. 

1. Should you reject this view and insist that it refera 
to the sending out of the gcspcl to save all men, you have 
yet to remove the objection urged in my last which you 
have entirely overlooked. As a man who talks as loudly 
as yon do about neglecting arguments, would not himself 
neglect an argument by design, I conclude that you did not 
see my arguments on this point in my last. I will therefoi^ 
for your information repeat them. 
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•<Has he not sent his word to sav^ all men in this life ? 
and does it accomdlish that ? or do those who proclaim it 
have occasion to exclaim, (Isa. liii. 1.) <Who hath believed 
our report, and to whom is the arm of the Lord revealed V 
St. Paul, by t^^hom God sent his "word, says, 2 Cor. ii. 15, 
16 : *For we are to God a sweet savor of Christ m them that 
are saved, and in them that perish : to the one we are the 
savor of death unto death, and to the other the savor of life 
unto life.' Did not the Lord acr^omplish the thing whereun- 
to Gcd sent it by St. Paul? and was it not accomplished in 
them that perished? 

S. The text cannot under any construction prove univer- 
sal salvation. Read it as' you wish to road, in your own 
amended fonn, and it dees hot prove the point. Omitting 
the supplied word it would read thus : 'Unto me every knee 
sball bow and every tonguo shall swear. Surely, shall ^ay, 
in the Lord have I righteousness and strength : to him shall 
,come;,and all that are incensed against him shall beasham" 
ed.2 At the very time of the fulfillment we see there will 
be some 'incensed against him,' and that such shall 'be 
ashamed.' It cannot then prove universal salvationy^ or, if 
it does, it will be to some a salvation of aitger and of shame* 
How dreadful sterile must be the sacred pagos of Univer- 
jsalism, when such texts are quoted and urged in its sup* 
jportf 

You thitfk me altogether out of the way^ in bringing in 
•the doctrina-of the lall and of tho atonement in connexioii 
with several ^f youx proof texts, but I trust you will learii 
before jthis discussion shall be closed that these matters are 
perfectly in poiri*» This class of texts which you havQ 
4|Uot6d estabUsh two positions, viz; the universality of the 
corruption ot mankilid in cofisequenco ,af the ^U, and, 
secondly, the -universality of the remedy for sin, foiipd in 
the merits (not the example) of Christ's deailu. Now to 
Avail yourself of these texts, you must admit the two great 
4octriijes, the^U in Adam, and the vicarious atonement by 
cChrist. If you deny the doctrine of vicarious atonement, 
^s I suppose you do, and make the death and propitiation of 
•Christ c(Aisi6t of nothing more than an example, your proof 
itezts are disarmed of all their force, and place you in the 
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light of pleading the universal merits of Christ^s deatb» as 
the ground of Universal salvation, when in fact, you do not 
believe that any such nlerits are attached to his death. On 
the other hand, if you admit the vicarious atonement of 
Christ, the text proves nothing more than 1 admit, viz : tho 
universality of thnt atonement, and its applicability to all 
who comply with the conditions. John iii. 16, 'God .«0 
loved the world that he- gave his only begotten Son that 
whosoever Ijelieveth in him should not perish but have ever- 
lasting life.' But while this doctrine of a unlversgkl fall, and 
a universal atonement, conditiopallytipplied, forms the basis 
of my theory, the very admission of a vicarious atonement, 
which you mu^t admit to render your proof texts even ap- 
plicable, you have other difficulties to encounter ruinous in 
their consequences. 

1. If sinners can be. saved only through the merits of 
Christ's death, it must follow^ that if such atoneinent had 
not been made, offenders must have been lost forever ; and 
hence, that the proper penalty of the law or punishment of 
sin, is an endless curseji 

$}. It must follow on the above principles, that if it can 
pot be proved that sinners can, -and do, forfeit the benefits, 
of the atonement by non-compliance with the conditions oq 
which the gospel offers salvation, and consequently endure 
tho punishment from which the death of Christ was intended 
to save them, they will still be lost as fully and endlessly as 
they would havo oeeA hai Christ nover died- for their re-* 
demption. 

The above shows that the doctrine of Christ% vicarious 
atonement has an all-important bearing on the question ^t 
issue ; and for you to evade the pomt is another evidence 
that yov are "^roid of tho'light. When you shall have told 
me wbethor you believe the texts in ii|Uestion teach the doc- 
trine of a vicarious atonement, and of s^Jvation from deserv- 
ed punishment, I will show thai, they prove nothing to your 
purpose on either supposition ; but until ycu venture io take 
ground, whicn I think you dare not do, the above i§ suffi- . 
cient. Surely texts cannot disprove the doQtrin^oFendlessi 
punishment, which do not teach the doctrine of- salvation 
from any degree o£ deserved ptmishment. Yohts, 

LUTHER LEE. 
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